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ABSTRACT

Teachers’ Implicit Racial Attitudes and Classroom Discipline Referral
by
Nicole L. Lorenzetti

Advisor: Helen Johnson, PhD

Teachers often hold lower academic and behavioral expectations for Black students, and they are
more likely to make a disciplinary referral for Black students than their white peers for similar
infractions. The mechanism underlying this may be teachers’ implicit attitudes about their Black
students based on causal attributions. This study examined the connection between teacher implicit
racial attitudes and how teachers label potentially disruptive classroom behaviors, addressing two
research questions: How are teacher education students’ (TES) implicit racial attitude scores on an
implicit bias test related to perceptions about student behavioral challenges in the classroom, and
how does this relation affect their decisions to refer students for disciplinary action? The study
looked at teacher education students (N=233) who completed three sets of tests: the racial bias
section of the Implicit Assessment Test; a set of questions assessing causal attribution based on
four vignettes depicting student misbehaviors in a classroom setting; and a demographic
questionnaire. This study predicted that TES who scored higher on the racial bias IAT would be
more likely to recommend Black students for disciplinary referral. While the hypotheses couldn’t
be confirmed, there was evidence that regardless of implicit bias, TES were more likely to believe
that Black students had an internal locus of causality and controllability than their white
counterparts when presented with similar instances of disordered behavior. Ultimately, this study
iv

adds to the literature on TES racial attitudes and the effect of these on their classroom interactions
with their students.

Keywords: classroom, demographic mismatch, classroom discipline, implicit bias, race,
racial bias, teacher attitudes, teacher diversity
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Chapter 1: Introduction
There is a racial gap in students’ being referred for disciplinary action. Black students are
disciplined at higher rates than their white counterparts, in some instances triple the rate (Gregory
et al., 2016; Skiba et al., 2011; U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights, 2016).
Suspension rates for Black students have increased 200% over the past forty-five years (Bottiani
et al., 2017; Edelman et al., 1975).
One reason for this gap in disciplinary actions is the growing discrepancy between the
racial composition of the American teaching population versus the racial composition of the
student population. Over the past ten years, while the proportion of American school students of
color rose from 42% to 50%, the composition of the American teaching population remained
predominantly white (79%) as of the 2017-2018 school year, the most recent year for which
statistics are available (NCES, 2020; U.S. Department of Education, 2016). The resulting
discrepancy between the race of the classroom teacher and the race of the students in her classroom
may contribute to cultural stereotyping, such as teachers viewing students as lacking in
“appropriate” behaviors, which are defined in terms of by the dominant cultural narrative and
shaped by the hidden curriculum. An example of this may be a teacher punishing a student for
“talking back” when his or her home communication patterns may differ from what the teacher is
used to. Research has shown to these beliefs to have a hand in teachers racially stereotyping their
students (Gregory et al., 2010; Milner & Tenore, 2010; Skiba et al., 2011).
Research has consistently found that teachers treat children of color differently in the
classroom by exhibiting negative attitudes and low expectations toward those students,
communicating these attitudes both verbally and nonverbally. Teachers often hold lower academic
and behavioral standards for African American students, and teachers are prone to give
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unfavorable ratings to African American students on measures of behavior, personality, and
motivation (Chang & Demyan, 2007; Chang & Sue, 2003). These negative perceptions and
attitudes may then be associated with increased discipline, which has a negative effect on both
short- and long-term educational outcomes (Balfanz et al., 2015; Bates & Glick, 2013; Carter &
Goodwin, 1994; Frankenberg, 2012).
Research has found ample evidence that white people view Black children as older, bigger,
and more responsible than their age (Blake et al., 2017), and white teachers specifically view Black
students as more likely to misbehave and perform poorly in school (Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015),
all of which taken together reflect a perception that Black students are more responsible for their
actions and, at the same time, are poorer students in general. This perspective may, in turn, have a
strong influence on referring Black students for disciplinary action for seemingly minor infractions
at high rates.
Race and school discipline
There is a discrepancy in disciplinary punishment in the American education system. This
has been documented for over forty years, beginning with the Children’s Defense Fund (1975)
report and continuing through the present, with the “discipline gap” increasing for Black students
in this time period (Gregory et al., 2016; Gregory et al., 2010; Skiba et al., 2011). This
incongruence begins with referrals for class removal and continues through to exclusionary
discipline, which includes out of school suspension (OSS) and expulsion (Skiba et al., 2011).
Exclusionary discipline is the most severe punishment and is supposed to be used as a last resort
(Gilliam, 2005). In the most recent national estimates, Black students are three times more likely
to receive exclusionary discipline than their White counterparts (Gregory et al., 2016; Skiba et al.,
2011). Moreover, are no differences in gender in these discrepancies; Blake et al. (2017) found
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that the rates of exclusionary discipline for Black females are on par with those of Black males.
This gap begins as early as preschool, where the most recent report (2013-2014) from the U.S.
Department of Education’s Office for Civil Rights (2016) found that Black preschoolers are 3.6
times more likely to receive OSS than their White peers. Gilliam (2005) goes on to say that this
statistic has long-term ramifications for these young students: “Children expelled from
prekindergarten are much more likely to be ill-prepared for kindergarten and elementary school
and are likely to be among those most at risk for school failure” (p. 2).
While national data bear these rates out, specific states also have provided evidence of this
effect. For example, a recent review of disciplinary trends in Maryland public schools found that
exclusionary discipline, which includes out-of-school suspensions and expulsion, has grown more
disproportionate in the 2011-2012 school year, the most recent year for which there is data
(O’Connor et al., 2014). Specifically, the researchers found that Black students received
exclusionary discipline at almost three times the rate of their White counterparts, which is on par
with national statistics (O’Connor et al., 2014). A similar report in Mississippi for the 2013-2014
school year found similar rates of racial differences in discipline (Mississippi Data Project, 2017).
It is also important to note that Black students are more likely to receive a disciplinary
referral for minor infractions that are often overlooked in their White peers such as tardiness,
loitering, and noncompliance (e.g., talking back) (Battey & Leyva, 2016; Bottiani et al., 2017;
Gregory et al., 2010; Milner & Tenore, 2010; Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015; Skiba et al., 2011).
Additionally, research has found that teachers are more likely to refer Black students after their
first infraction than (their) White students (Battey & Leyva, 2016; Blake et al., 2017), and also
view repeated infractions of Black students more seriously than White students, leading to referrals
more often for second infractions (Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015). Battey and Leyva (2016) put

3

these racial discrepancies in the context of White teachers’ discomfort with students of color in
their classrooms who may not behave in expected ways based on the dominant cultural narrative.
Teachers who feel uncomfortable confronting their racial conceptions of their students may direct
these feelings into attitudes and behaviors that place the responsibility of the challenges the
students face on the students themselves as opposed to larger systemic educational issues. The
authors point out that “an ideology of whiteness would…serve to position White people, White
ideas, and White behaviors as more valued institutionally and in classrooms…[and] an
unwillingness to question how institutions benefit Whites, coupled with statistics showing lower
achievement scores from African American and Latin@s shifts the blame to students, families,
communities, and culture away from whiteness” (Battey & Leyva, 2016, p. 55-56). This can be
seen in the research, as students who attend schools with large disparities in disciplinary referrals
report a more negative school climate, fewer feelings of school belonging, and greater levels of
adjustment problems among Black students (Bottiani et al., 2017).
Research into exclusionary discipline outcomes has also found that it serves to remove
students from the classroom, thereby increasing the chances that students will fail academically
(Battey & Leyva, 2016; Gregory et al., 2016; Gregory et al., 2010; Milner & Tenore, 2010; Skiba
et al., 2011) or leave the school system entirely by dropping out (O’Connor et al., 2014; Okonofua
& Eberhardt, 2015) and experience long-term consequences such as lower income over the
lifespan or a higher rate of incarceration (Gregory et al., 2016; Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015).
Additionally, exclusionary discipline alienates students from their school community and peers,
leading to academic disidentification (Battey & Leyva, 2016), further removing students from the
learning process (Bottiani et al., 2017; Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010; Milner & Tenore, 2010;
O’Connor et al., 2014; Skiba et al., 2011) and contributing to the achievement gap (Gregory et al.,
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2016; Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010; Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015). In general, this type of
discipline has been found to be inefficacious (Skiba et al., 2011), serving to further disenfranchise
students of color.
Racial disciplinary discrepancies don’t just happen once students reach the school
administration as the final point of contact; they begin in the classroom when the teacher makes
the initial referral to the administration (Milner & Tenore, 2010; Skiba et al., 2011). There has
been a wealth of speculation, none of which is supported by the data, as to why teachers refer their
Black students for exclusionary discipline at three times the rate of their White students, including
poverty (Gregory et al., 2016; Gregory et al., 2010; Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015; Skiba et al.,
2011), higher rates of classroom disruptions (Gregory et al., 2016; Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015;
Skiba et al., 2011), and more severe infractions (Blake et al., 2017). Research has found, however,
that when accounting for potential factors influencing these disciplinary discrepancies, the
previous explanations disappear as contributing factors when held constant (Gregory et al., 2016;
Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010; Skiba et al., 2011). The research cited here suggests that racial
stereotyping may account for much of the gap; the current study takes this suggestion further,
positing that this stereotyping is seen through causal attribution of students’ behavior to immutable
characteristics.
Race and attribution theory
Humans are meaning makers, and one way humans make meaning is by attributing factors
to the behavior of themselves and of others; these visual and verbal cues allow people to make
meaning of actions and predict future behavior (Weiner, 2000). This is done two ways:
intrapersonally, or understanding oneself, or interpersonally, which is understanding others
(Weiner, 2000). Teachers use interpersonal attributions to explain why their students act the way
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they do, including succeeding or failing academically (Weiner, 1979), and specifically when
labeling their students’ classroom behavior.
Attribution theory encompasses three dimensions: locus of causality, stability, and
controllability. Locus of causality, often shortened to simply “locus,” can be either internal or
external and is where the person’s action is perceived to begin (Weiner, 1979; Weiner, 1985;
Weiner, 2000; Weiner, 2007; Weiner, 2012). Stability, either stable or unstable, is the belief about
whether or not a cause can change and if future outcomes will be the same as the present outcome
(Hunter & Barker, 1987; Weiner, 2000). Controllability, often seen as a moral responsibility, is
the belief regarding whether a person can willfully direct the cause of an event (Weiner, 1979;
Weiner, 1985; Weiner, 2000; Weiner, 2007; Weiner, 2012).
In the classroom, teachers use attributions to make sense of students’ behavior. Table 1
displays Weiner’s (1979) proposed outcomes of the intersection of the three dimensions of
attribution theory.
Table 1
Causes of Success and Failure, Classified According to Locus, Stability, and Controllability
Internal
External
Controllability Stable
Unstable
Stable
Unstable
Uncontrollable Ability
Mood
Task difficulty
Luck
Controllable
Typical effort
Immediate effort Teacher bias
Unusual help
Note. Adapted from “A Theory of Motivation for Some Classroom Experiences,” by B. Weiner,
1979, Journal of Educational Psychology, 71(1), 3-25. Copyright 1979, by the American
Psychological Association, Inc.
Teachers’ beliefs about student behavior, specifically behavioral attributions, affect how
they treat students in the classroom (Chang & Demyan, 2007; Chang & Sue, 2003). For example,
if, because of either an internal locus of causality or a belief in the controllability of the behavior,
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a teacher views a student as responsible for a negative behavioral event, the teacher is more likely
to respond to the behavior with anger and some type of punishment (Graham, 1988; Hunter &
Barker, 1987; Weiner, 2000; Weiner, 2007). Regarding the discipline gap, one explanation may
be that teachers view Black students as having more of an internal locus of control and/or beliefs
about the low controllability of their behavior. For example, one study found that a group of mostly
White teachers labeled Black students’ behavior as lacking controllability more often than White
students on a set of hypothetical vignettes (Chang & Sue, 2003).
It is important to note that interpersonal causal attribution and its effects are about
perception and not always accurate (Hunter & Barker, 1987); there may very well be a mismatch
between the actor’s intentions and the attributor’s perceptions. This may be where the wires are
crossed in classrooms between teachers and students, and the mechanism underlying this mismatch
in student behavior and teacher attributions of that behavior may be teachers’ implicit attitudes
about their students of color.
Race and implicit attitudes
Beliefs are expressed as attitudes in two different ways: explicitly and implicitly. Explicit
attitudes are conscious and deliberate expressions about people and things, often stated after
processing stimuli or information (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014; Warikoo et al., 2016).
Implicit attitudes are automatic thoughts about people and things, and the person with these
attitudes is not aware of them (Warikoo et al., 2016). Implicit attitudes can affect decisions people
make and interactions people have without them being aware of those effects. Implicit racial
attitudes have been found to affect political beliefs such as voting decisions and policy support
(Warikoo et al., 2016), and research suggests that the attitudes may affect how teachers work with
students in the classroom (Warikoo et al., 2016).
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Cognitively activated stereotypes derived from implicit attitudes shape decision-making
early in information processing at an unconscious level (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014).
Teachers make hundreds of small but important decisions each day in the classroom, often relying
on implicit attitudes in stressful situations to make those swift decisions (Warikoo et al., 2016).
Research has found that when teachers are faced with increasing demands on their cognitive
resources and subsequent cognitive depletion, their implicit stereotypes are activated (Glock &
Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014). Therefore, implicit bias may very well contribute to the discipline gap
(Gregory et al., 2010).
Disciplinary referrals begin in the classroom (Skiba et al., 2011), so long-term and
continuous teacher training and support are vital to mitigating these actions (Gregory et al., 2016).
One recent study found that a meditation training that focused on inhibiting negative racial implicit
attitudes showed an improvement in these attitude measures (Kang et al., 2013). Research has also
found that access to behavioral consultants, such as school psychologists, also decreases the
number of disciplinary referrals in younger grades (Gilliam, 2005). Gregory et al. (2016) found
that a year-long professional development program aiming to decrease disciplinary referrals
through teacher coaching and self-reflection succeeded in doing so not just in the first year of the
intervention when teachers received coaching, but again in the following year even with no
additional in-class supports. These referral declines also included lower rates of referrals for Black
students, evening out the number of referrals of Black students with students of other races
(Gregory et al., 2016). The authors argue that teacher professional development using coaching
and teacher self-reflection on their classroom work was able to have long-term effects on
mitigating the racial gap in disciplinary referrals, and this path may have stronger results than just
focusing on classroom management techniques (Gregory et al., 2016). These studies suggest that
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addressing implicit racial bias through in-depth and long-ranging professional development in
teachers may be the key to closing the discipline gap.
This study seeks to examine the connection between teacher implicit racial attitudes and
how teachers label classroom behavioral disruptions. There is a wealth of both theory-based and
empirical research on implicit racial biases as well as on how labeling classroom behavior impacts
student outcomes in the classroom (Chang & Demyan, 2007; Graham, 1988; Hunter & Barker,
1987; Weiner, 2000; Weiner, 2012). However, there is a lack of empirical evidence regarding the
mechanisms through which these implicit attitudes may affect what happens in the classroom.
Scant research exists pairing this social psychological concept with educational research on how
these attitudes may shape teacher reaction to classroom behavior. To date, approximately four
studies exist that have examined this relationship, two of which were lab-based and the other two
of which were done outside of the United States (Warikoo et al., 2016). Previous research on
teacher attitudes toward classroom behavior has focused on explicit attitudes, as implicit attitudes
are hard to measure since they are outside of the realm of consciousness. However, these implicit
attitudes may hold the key to a new way of understanding teacher-student relations. This study
seeks to extend our understanding of how teacher attitudes affect teacher-student relationships by
examining the relationship between teachers’ implicit racial attitudes and the labels they attach to
disruptive behavioral challenges in the classroom.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
This chapter reviews the relevant literature on the primary constructs of this paper – teacher
attitudes, attribution theory, and implicit racial attitudes – and examines how they relate to the
current study. Additionally, the pilot study on which this work is built will be described, followed
by a discussion of the significance of the research and the research questions and hypotheses.
The current study addresses findings that there are persistent racial disparities in
disciplinary referrals despite teacher education programs’ claims of focusing on culturally
responsive pedagogy. These findings suggest that although teacher education students’ racial
attitudes may be addressed explicitly more often than in the past, there are still underlying beliefs
about Black students that are not easily identified or openly addressed, as evidenced by the
abundance of work on implicit racial attitudes. Evidence supporting the construct of implicit racial
attitudes generally, and teacher education students’ attitudes specifically, highlights the need for
teacher education programs to specifically address these cognitive processes that are manifested
in classroom practices, including through the hidden curriculum.
Attribution theory offers a lens for examining key dimensions underlying teacher racial
beliefs which ultimately impact teacher attitudes toward students. By juxtaposing implicit racial
attitudes and attribution theory constructs, the current study seeks to illuminate factors that guide
TESs’ approaches to deciding how to handle common types of misbehavior in the classroom,
through either addressing it, ignoring it, or referring students outside of the classroom.
Teacher Attitudes
Teachers bring their own worldview and backgrounds into the classroom and see the world
through their own racial identity (Castro, 2010). Racial identity is a psychological orientation
toward one’s own racial group (Carter & Goodwin, 1994). It’s not necessarily how you feel about
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membership, but how you psychologically view yourself within the group (Carter & Goodwin,
1994). Racial identity is often seen as irrelevant to the dominant race (white), who have rarely had
to critically examine their own race, and it is an emotionally charged topic, making it a hot button
issue (Carter & Goodwin, 1994). Lacking that critical examination, white teachers generally avoid,
deny, or ignore racial issues in education (Carter & Goodwin, 1994; Gay & Kirkland, 2003), even
though those issues negatively affect students of color through “the curriculum, how schools are
organized or administered, and how programs are devised to foster the educational achievement
of students” (Carter & Goodwin, 1994, p. 292).
Teachers’ racial attitudes toward students in the classroom are cultivated in part through
their teacher education programs where they are often working within frameworks that claim to
be culturally responsive. The development of racial attitudes toward students in teacher education
programs is of particular value, as this is an opportune time to address how beliefs about and
attitudes toward students shape how teacher education students make both low-stakes and highstakes decisions about students in the classroom on a daily basis.
Castro (2010) performed a meta-analysis of articles since 1985 examining themes across
research on TES racial beliefs, and found three distinct time periods in the evolution of research
on teacher racial attitudes. In the first period, 1986-1994, research examined TES’s lack of a
critical lens in examination of their own racial beliefs as well as systemic inequalities and the aim
of multicultural education; in the second, 1995-1999, TES’s showed a lack of understanding of the
complexity culture and race plays in each of our lives, with teachers who claimed to be color blind,
reinforcing a “myth of meritocracy” in the classroom and perpetuating the bootstraps stereotype;
and in the third, 2000-2007, research focused on a recognition of the deficit in TES’s preparation
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to teach a diverse student body. This deficit in preparation follows TES’s into the classroom and
can affect how they work with students of color.
Currently public school teachers in the United States are predominantly white, female, and
hold at least a Bachelor’s degree. According to Frankenberg (2012), these teachers’ racial attitudes
are reflective of their extended ethnic group, which is explicitly supportive of educational
integration. However, Frankenberg (2012) found that many white teachers attend homogenous
colleges and universities, then return close to their equally homogenous home communities to
teach (Frankenberg, 2012), particularly if their goal during their time in teacher preparation is to
return to these communities as opposed to being open to teaching in a diverse environment.
Based on this lack of open-mindedness, Frankenberg (2012) sought to examine if these
teacher beliefs could be predicted by the teacher’s own race. The researcher used a national survey
of 1,002 public school teachers from 48 states and found that teacher race significantly predicted
their racial attitudes (Frankenberg, 2012). Individual teacher race was a significant predictor of
race awareness, in that White teachers were found to espouse a more colorblind attitude than
teachers of color, and more homogenous student populations of schools predicted a colorblind
attitude in individual teachers in those schools: "In other words, in comparison to teachers in
racially isolated White schools, teaching in racially isolated non-White schools predicted higher
values of race-conscious attitude" (Frankenberg, 2012, p. 463).
It’s not just the racial composition of the schools where teachers currently work that affects
their racial views toward students; previous schooling experiences as students themselves also
contribute to racial beliefs and attitudes about students of color. Bauml et al. (2013) interviewed
20 TESs (50% elementary educators) at an urban university and asked about their beliefs regarding
the purpose of schooling, beliefs in multiculturalism, and previous diverse experiences. They
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found three trends: those who had a background of multicultural schooling were more willing to
teach in such settings; minority TESs preferred a diverse teaching context; and elementary
education students were more willing to teach in a diverse environment than secondary education
students (Bauml et al., 2013). Nine participants (seven secondary) “expressed fears, concerns,
anxiety, and/or no interest in teaching” in a diverse school (Bauml et al., 2013, p. 7), mirroring
Frankenberg’s (2012) findings. For the participants in the study by Bauml et al. (2013), their fears
involved three major areas of concern: racial/cultural barriers at the school level, behavioral issues,
and difficulty as a first-year teacher in an urban environment (Bauml et al., 2013). TESs’ concerns
are based on experiences they have not had yet, and both they and their instructors do not know
how the experiences they are bringing with them from their previous schooling will affect what
they do when faced with classroom challenges around race and behavioral issues.
Teacher beliefs about diverse student bodies, such as the data seen in Bauml et al.’s (2013)
research, affects teacher expectations of students, and ultimately impacts how teachers interact
with their students in the classroom. Teachers who anticipate behavioral issues and disordered
learning environments in diverse urban schools may be inclined to implement control-focused
rather than learner-centered classroom practices. Multiple studies “have found that teachers
display negative attitudes toward, communicate low expectations to, and express, both verbally
and nonverbally, negative and disapproving messages toward visible racial/ethnic children”
(Carter & Goodwin, 1994, p. 307). These negative attitudes of teachers translate into behaviors
toward students in the classroom and affect student achievement, which can be seen through things
such as tracking and other verbal and nonverbal interactions (Carter & Goodwin, 1994).
The hidden curriculum is one mechanism through which these negative attitudes are
manifested in classroom interactions (Bakari, 2003). These are taught implicitly through the
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organization, climate, content, and materials of the classroom; Irvine (1990) defines it as “the
unstated but influential knowledge, attitudes, norms, rules, rituals, values, and beliefs that are
transmitted to students through structure, policies, processes, formal content, and the social
relationships of school” (p. 5). Research on teachers around the world consistently shows that
teacher beliefs influence “how they plan, organize, and implement their lessons and how
responsive they are to their students," all part of the hidden curriculum (Hachfeld et al., 2011, p.
987). In school, the extent to which teachers value multicultural beliefs is reflected in how they
incorporate students’ cultures into the routines and activities of school life, including instruction,
materials, and communication (Hachfeld et al., 2011).
Hachfeld et al. (2011) used two subscales of the Teacher Cultural Beliefs Scale (TCBS) to
examine teachers’ attitudes about multiculturalism and authoritarianism. Multicultural beliefs
legitimize others’ perspectives and beliefs in an understanding that background shapes those
beliefs. Previous research has shown that those from a minority background are more likely to
position themselves in the multicultural orientation than their majority counterparts (Hachfeld et
al., 2011). Hachfeld et al. (2011) examined 340 (233 female) teacher candidates' authoritarianism
orientations and the relation to racial beliefs and multiculturalism. They found that
"authoritarianism is correlated with political conservatism and with opposition to societal change
and progress...[and] often seems to be associated with ethnic prejudices, rather than with respectful
attitudes toward other cultures" (Hachfeld et al., 2011, p. 991). The researchers found that those
who were self-fit into the multiculturalism subscale had less of a tendency toward authoritarian
teaching style as well as having more integrated views of acculturation (Hachfeld et al., 2011).
Multicultural education is a focus in teacher preparation programs at the college and
university level in the United States. Beyond classroom instruction, individual beliefs and attitudes
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shaped by teachers’ backgrounds are also magnified by their “apprenticeship of observation,”
which refers to teachers’ own years in K-12 classrooms as students themselves (Bauml et al.,
2013). Bakari (2003) splits the research on teacher attitudes toward Black students into four
domains: sensitivity toward students’ cultural needs, which has found an advantage when teachers
view culture as a tool for teaching students rather than as something that should be pushed aside
when students walk through the door; expectations of students, which are often negative and are
communicated both verbally and nonverbally; a willingness to teach, which has found that teachers
are more hesitant to go into schools with a higher Black population; and teaching efficacy, which,
according to the 1998 National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), out of teachers working
with ethnically diverse students, only 20% claimed to feel prepared to meet student needs (Bakari,
2003). These attitudes teachers hold toward their students have impacts far beyond interactions
with students; they also shape how teachers make decisions about students in the classroom.
Teacher attitudes shaping classroom decisions. Traditional explanations for the
achievement gap hold little weight when examined closely and statistically accounted for (e.g.,
income inequity, family structure, school spending) (Dee, 2005). Classroom dynamics between
teacher and student have a considerable impact on student achievement, particularly in terms of
the racial achievement gap (Dee, 2005). Research shows that beliefs and attitudes become part of
one’s cognitive structure and then drive behavior, which may explain teachers’ attitudes toward
their students affecting their classroom interactions as well as students’ views of themselves as
learners (Yang & Montgomery, 2013).
Yang and Montgomery (2013) asked 32 teacher education students, majority female and
in their 20’s, to sort a set of cards based on statements regarding diverse students. They found that
students fell into one of two groups: Students are Students (SAS), who seek out similarities among
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students and share a belief in racial equality along similar lines to colorblindness, and Diversity
Advocates (DA), who acknowledge diversity and celebrate it, are passionate about diversity, and
are more cautious in approaching it through discussions and class interactions (Yang &
Montgomery, 2013). They found that students in the DA group were more aware of issues
regarding classroom diversity than SAS students, leading them to be more cognizant of how those
issues may affect relationships and, by extension, decision-making (Yang & Montgomery, 2013).
Teachers who aren’t explicitly aware of how to work with a diverse student body may engender
negative effects through their implicit attitudes, such as priming students for stereotype threat
(Dee, 2005).
Dee (2005) sought to determine if teachers of a different race than their students would
subjectively evaluate their students differently than racially matched pairs using data from the
National Educational Longitudinal Study, 1988 (NELS:88). Dee (2005) found that, when
comparing demographically similar and different teacher/student race relationships, the odds of a
student being labeled as disruptive is 1.36 more likely when teacher and student race are
unmatched. Additionally, Dee (2005) found that the odds that a student is labeled as inattentive or
disruptive are 19-37 percent higher when gender is unmatched (Dee, 2005), which also is of
interest to this study as an exploratory hypothesis. In fact, differing race “increased the odds that
a student would be seen as disruptive and inattentive by 89% and 61% respectively” (Dee, 2005,
p. 163). Recent research supports these earlier findings; Egalite and Kisida (2017) recently found
that students who were demographically similar to their teachers, both with race and gender,
reported more positive opinions of their teachers and how they felt regarding their teachers’ care
toward and support of them.
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Building on Dee’s (2005) findings, Gershenson et al. (2016) examined teachers who were
demographically matched and unmatched with students and how this was related to teachers’
expectations of their students using data from the Educational Longitudinal Study (ELS) of 2002.
They found that when students were racially unmatched with teachers, white teachers held lower
expectations for the Black students, and when gender was unmatched in addition to unmatched
race, this effect was magnified (Gershenson et al., 2016).
Inspired by Dee’s (2005) and Gershenson et al.’s (2016) findings from the teacher
perspective, Egalite and Kisida (2017) examined similar constructs from the student perspective.
Using data from the Measuring Effective Teachers (MET) project, funded by the Gates foundation,
the researchers asked if students with demographically similar teachers, both in race and in gender,
would receive more favorable teacher ratings than non-matched student-teacher pairs (Egalite &
Kisida, 2017). They found that students with matched gender teachers viewed them more favorably
than students who were unmatched with their teachers, specifically in feeling more teacher caring
as well as more teacher communication (Egalite & Kisida, 2017). The researchers also found
similar results for students with matched race teachers (Egalite & Kisida, 2017). Taken together
with Dee (2005) and Gershenson et al. (2016), these results point to both teacher racial and gender
attitudes affecting how teachers view and respond to students in the classroom.
These results also indicate that the role of the teacher goes beyond instructing content; the
teacher is also a social and behavioral regulator (Cooper & Allen, 1998). Expectations that teachers
have for students affect student performance and are a part of the overall education of students
(Cooper & Allen, 1998). Conscious bias is not always the biggest effector of expectations; racial
attitudes also exist on an unconscious, or implicit, level and may have a large effect on how the
teacher interacts with students (Cooper & Allen, 1998). Cooper and Allen (1998) pulled relevant
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literature that classified students by race or ethnicity, coded teacher interactions, and evaluated the
work quantitatively. Fifteen studies were found during the time period examined, which the
authors then coded for teacher interactions (Cooper & Allen, 1998). The researchers labeled the
interactions as negative or positive and recorded the quantity of interactions, which estimated
frequency of interactions with each student (Cooper & Allen, 1998). The researchers found that
minority students participated less in classroom interactions, that they received more negative
directions from teachers, and that they interacted less with teachers than White students (Cooper
& Allen, 1998).
Cooper and Allen’s (1998) research shows that teachers’ verbal behavior affects
teacher/student relationships in the classroom and has an impact on student behavior and, likely,
student performance (Simpson & Erickson, 1983). Additionally, nonverbal behavior also impacts
these relationships. Nonverbal behavior includes tone of voice, gesturing, body language, and
facial expressions (Simpson & Erickson, 1983). Children at even young ages correctly perceive
nonverbal communication in teachers and caregivers, and both verbal and nonverbal
communications have a combined effect on student performance (Simpson & Erickson, 1983).
Many studies have shown the differences in race between teachers and students affecting
performance and outcomes such as Black males receiving a larger proportion of critical and nonaccepting attention from teachers focused on behavior (Simpson & Erickson, 1983). Simpson and
Erickson (1983) observed 16 female-led (8 black, 8 white) first-grade classrooms with student
populations varying from 50 to 70% black. They coded for verbal and nonverbal teacher behavior
while accounting for the race and the sex of the teacher as well as student socioeconomic status
(Simpson & Erickson, 1983). They found that White teachers gave more verbal negative criticism
to Black males even when controlling for socioeconomic factors (Simpson & Erickson, 1983).
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This led researchers, including Feldman (1985) and Simpson and Erickson (1983), to conclude,
more than three decades ago, that teacher nonverbal cues are also related to their racial attitudes,
leading to Yang and Montgomery’s (2013) assertion that attitudes ultimately contribute to
behaviors in teachers. Some of these behaviors involve high stakes decisions teachers make for
their students.
Teachers make vital decisions about students all the time (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt,
2014). These choices have wide-ranging effects, such as grade retention, grading, tracking,
remedial, and ability grouping (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014). Specifically, tracking of
students into different educational paths, such as advanced learners or special education, has a
long-term impact on students’ educational attainment: “Although it would be difficult to dispute
the importance of parenting and the early home learning environment on future student and life
successes, [research] suggests that the disparity in educational outcomes could be explained, in
part, by specific educational processes and structures operating within schools, specifically, ability
grouping and ‘tracking’” (Ansalone & Biafora, 2004, p. 250). Things such as student dress,
vocabulary, and race all show a relationship with tracking placements (Ansalone & Biafora,
2004). The history of tracking is based in segregation (Ansalone & Biafora, 2004). Lower-tracked
students often have lower quantity and quality of course materials as well as reduced time spent
on instruction (Ansalone & Biafora, 2004). Additionally, “teachers perceive students in lower
tracks to require more structure, greater discipline and offer a more didactic curriculum with less
time to work independently” (Ansalone & Biafora, 2004, p. 255). So in terms of tracking, teacher
attitudes affect students in two distinct and critical ways: first, where students are placed when
they are tracked, and second, the perception of these students affecting the quality and structure of
instruction they receive in their track.
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Early tracking has long-term impacts on student achievement and post-secondary
outcomes, with students’ tracking position remaining relatively stable throughout schooling and
even through college into employment (Ansalone & Biafora, 2004). This may affect self-worth
and self-esteem as well as self-concept, such as viewing oneself as a “loser” versus a “winner”
(Ansalone & Biafora, 2004). Glock et al. (2013) performed a study on tracking decisions made by
teachers in Europe. First, they examined whether or not teachers would “make tracking judgments
biased by ethnicity when confronted with students with immigrant backgrounds” (p. 558). Fiftyfour primary school teachers (Luxembourgish, 63% female, average age 38, average amount
teaching 14 years) were given a student case description, ethnicity manipulated by student given
name and home language, and asked to track the student based on the information provided (Glock
et al., 2013). The cases were either information consistent or inconsistent, meaning the degree to
which the academic profile of the student matches the reasons given for their achievement; for
example, an inconsistent profile might list several possible reasons for poor academic
performance, making it difficult for the participant to point to one reason for the lack of
achievement. The researchers found that teachers who were presented consistent student
information placed those “students” in higher tracks, and they also put students without
immigration status in higher tracks than those with (Glock et al., 2013). “These results suggest that
teachers relied on the heuristic strategy when making their judgments, using ethnicity as a cue that
triggered a social category” (Glock et al., 2013, p. 560).
The researchers followed up on this line of inquiry by repeating the procedures and adding
a think aloud procedure (Glock et al., 2013). The researchers predicted that if these judgments
were in fact a result of heuristic processing, the teachers would express fewer thoughts in a think
aloud and would refer less to inconsistent information (Glock et al., 2013). Sixty teachers
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(Luxembourgish, 57% female, mean age 40 years, average teaching experience 16 years) were
given the same procedure as the first study but this time on a computer, and their thoughts were
recorded via an electronic recorder (Glock et al., 2013). The results from the previous study were
repeated (Glock et al., 2013). In addition, the teachers needed more time to read inconsistent
information and those for students with immigrant backgrounds (Glock et al., 2013), corroborating
Yang and Montgomery’s (2013) assertion regarding teachers’ cognitive structures.
The results who that immigrant students with ethnic minority backgrounds were often
assigned to lower academic tracks (Glock et al., 2013). Moreover, participants did not always base
their decisions just on heuristic information processing as evidenced by the think alouds; the
researchers note: “If performance-related information does not allow for making a clear decision,
teachers seem to consider nonperformance-related information to resolve inconsistencies, thereby
perhaps relating the two kinds of information to each other” (Glock et al., 2013, p. 567). These
results show that students with an immigrant background are disadvantaged by teacher attitudes
(Glock et al., 2013) in a similar way that students of color are in the American educational system.
Teachers place students into social categories based on stereotypical expectations, and
these beliefs contain expectations about how students from certain racial and social categories will
behave in a classroom setting as well as perform academically (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014).
Glock and Krolak-Schwerdt (2014) found that teachers expected their racial minority students to
do worse in their classes and therefore gave them fewer positive academic resources such as
recommendations for higher academic tracks (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014).
Where do these expectations come from in the cognitive processing of teachers? The
answer may be in attribution theory.
Attribution Theory
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The crux of attribution theory is that humans seek to make meaning out of information they
receive from others, and they do that by attributing causes to behavioral outcomes in order to
understand behavior. That understanding then prompts action from the attributor and allows them
to predict future behavior (Hunter & Barker, 1987; Weiner, 2000). Weiner (2000) distinguishes
between an intrapersonal theory of attribution, which is the attempt to understand oneself and the
environment in order to explain causes of outcomes and drive future behavior, and an interpersonal
theory of attribution, which one seeks to understand the causes of others’ behavior and
environment in order to explain the actions and outcomes of the other. He states: “This social
environment includes peers, teachers, and parents who experience happiness and sadness given
the performance of others, who express anger and sympathy, and who reward, punish, help, or
neglect” (Weiner, 2000, p. 23). The focus of this study will be on the interpersonal theory of
attribution, specifically in a school situation, where teachers seek to understand why students
succeed or fail, and this gives rise to the application of attribution theory in the classroom (Weiner,
1979).
The key to attribution theory is that causation is in the eye of the beholder; humans perceive
causes for the behavior of both themselves and others regardless of what the reality actually is
(Hunter & Barker, 1987). This means that in interpersonal attribution, there may be a difference
in perception of causes between the actor and the observer. In the classroom, this difference in
perceptions may lead to a conflict between teacher and student (Hunter & Barker, 1987).
Attribution theory focuses on three dimensions: locus of causality, stability, and
controllability. Locus of causality, often shortened to simply “locus,” is where the action begins,
either internal or external to the person (Weiner, 1979; Weiner, 1985; Weiner, 2000; Weiner, 2007;
Weiner, 2012). Stability is whether or not a cause can change; actors ask themselves whether or
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not what they can expect in the future is the same as what happened in the past (Hunter & Barker,
1987; Weiner, 2000). Stability can be either stable or unstable. Stable causes remain consistent
over time, whereas unstable causes may or may not be present at any given time. Controllability
is the belief in whether a person can willfully direct the outcome of an event (Weiner, 1979;
Weiner, 1985; Weiner, 2000; Weiner, 2007; Weiner, 2012); Weiner (2000) refers to this as
“volitional alteration” (p. 20). Controllability is also seen as moral responsibility, meaning that
“individuals ‘ought’ to try hard, and they tend to be rewarded or punished to the extent that they
exercise this responsibility” (Graham, 1988, p. 12).
If a teacher views a student as being in control of his or her behavior and a negative event
occurs, the teacher may view the student as actively responsible for the event (controllable) as
opposed to a passive object of the event (uncontrollable) (Beckman, 1970; Graham, 1988; Hunter
& Barker, 1987; Weiner, 2000). An example of a controllable trait is effort; an example of an
uncontrollable trait is ability (Weiner, 1979; Weiner, 1985; Weiner, 2000).
The teacher’s reaction to the student’s behavior is then a result of attribution based on these
three dimensions. If the teacher views the student as responsible for the event (internal locus of
causality or belief in controllability), the teacher is likely to respond to the student with anger
(Graham, 1988; Hunter & Barker, 1987; Weiner, 2000). Conversely, if the teacher views the
student as having an external locus of causality or as lacking controllability, the teacher is likely
to respond to the student with sympathy (Graham, 1988; Hunter & Barker, 1987; Weiner, 2000).
Anger often leads toward punishment; as opposed to sympathy, which may lead toward pro-social
feedback such as offers of help (Weiner, 2000; Weiner, 2007). Figure 1 presents this system.
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Figure 1
Teacher reactions to interpersonal attributions toward student classroom behavior
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Causal attributions. According to attribution theory, causality beliefs guide current
emotional states as well as future behavior (Weiner, 2000; Weiner, 2007; Weiner, 2012). In
interpersonal attribution, anger and sympathy are the two dichotomous emotions that appear
toward others, whereas happiness and shame are the two primary dichotomous emotions that are
elicited in intrapersonal attribution (Graham, 1988; Weiner, 2000; Weiner, 2012). Teachers’
interpersonal attributions about students’ behaviors affect students’ intrapersonal theories of
attribution (Beckman, 1970; Hunter & Barker, 1987). For example, if a teacher becomes angry at
a student for failing a test because the teacher views the student as having high ability (an
uncontrollable, internal, and stable trait), this may communicate to the student that he or she is
responsible for the failure, and it is a personal failure, and this may induce either guilt or learned
helplessness (Graham, 1988; Weiner, 2000).
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This information on interpersonal attribution, when communicated intentionally or
unintentionally to students, shapes their intrapersonal attribution belief system (Graham, 1988).
For example, if a teacher expresses sympathy toward a student because she believes the cause of
a student’s behavior is uncontrollable, the teacher may be sending a cue to a student not just that
the teacher believes the behavior in the student is uncontrollable, but also that the student can’t be
expected to do any better (Graham, 1988; Beckman, 1970; Weiner, 2012). This then shifts the
intrapersonal belief system through social transmission. It is vital that teachers be aware of their
interpersonal attributions and the effect they have on classroom emotions and student intrapersonal
attributions. Graham (1988) has found evidence that children are better able to predict future
success when they attribute causes to stable ones, and that students expect more blame from
teachers when they view a cause as controllable.
Interpersonal attributions also affect how teachers view their own abilities in the classroom.
Beckman (1970) sought to replicate previous findings that teachers tend to attribute student
successes to their personal abilities and attribute student failures to the student’s abilities. She
found evidence among her 56 teacher education students to support her hypothesis (Beckman,
1970). When presented with two students, one who consistently did well and one that initially
failed but either improved or didn’t over time, that teachers attributed successes to their own
teaching abilities and failures to the student’s lack of ability (Beckman, 1970). How teachers
attribute academic success and failure in the classroom may then have an impact on how teachers
treat behavioral issues in the classroom. If teachers already attribute academic failure to personal
factors, it’s not a stretch to transfer that attribution to behavioral factors being attributed to personal
failings.
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Research has shown that teachers’ views of student behavior, such as academic and
behavioral attributions, affect how they treat students in the classroom (Chang & Demyan, 2007;
Chang & Sue, 2003). Weiner (2000) describes punishment of students as such: “It is indeed the
case that teachers primarily punish for utilitarian reasons [which focuses on future change].
However, when the cause is stable and controllable (i.e., the student is always lazy), then
punishment is more directed toward justice, or giving ‘what is deserved’” (p. 28). Causal
attributions may hold the key in finding the underpinning mechanism that connects teacher racial
attitudes and behaviors, especially disciplinary, toward their students of color.
Causal attributions and racial attitudes. Causal attribution focuses on the inferring of
the why of others’ actions (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Causal attributions can ultimately lead to
negative attitudes toward students, and the race of the student may play a role in these attributions.
Researchers have found that teachers often treat children of color differently in the classroom,
through exhibiting negative attitudes and low expectations. These are communicated both verbally
and nonverbally, as well as through increased discipline, which may in turn have a negative effect
on both short- and long-term educational outcomes (Balfanz et al., 2015; Bates & Glick, 2013;
Carter & Goodwin, 1994; Frankenberg, 2012). These negative attitudes may be direct functions
of interpersonal causal attributions teachers make regarding student behavior.
Research has consistently shown that teachers hold lower standards for African American
students both academically and behaviorally, and that teachers regularly express an unfavorable
rating of African American students on behavior, personality, and motivation measures (Chang &
Demyan, 2007; Chang & Sue, 2003). Some of this may be due to the sociohistorical failure of
African American students in the school system albeit due to factors outside of their own control;
some also may be due to both implicit and explicit bias, to be discussed later in this paper (Graham,
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1988). Research has shown that teachers’ views of student behavior affect how they treat students
in the classroom (Chang & Demyan, 2007; Chang & Sue, 2003).
Chang and Sue (2003) sought to determine if teachers’ labeling of behaviors varied by race
in stereotypical fashion. Describing undercontrolled behavior as a type of disruptive behavior
which appears to be not under the power of the actor, they pointed out that “teachers tend to rate
African American children higher on undercontrolled behaviors and overall behavior problems
than Caucasian students,” and teachers generally attribute African American children’s
misbehavior to undercontrolled behavior (Chang & Sue, 2003, p. 235). The researchers surveyed
193 teachers (83% female, 74.1% Caucasian) with vignettes and found a statistically significant
effect in teachers’ labeling African American students as predominantly acting out in
undercontrolled behaviors (Chang & Sue, 2003). The researchers also found a significant main
effect when they examined uncontrolled behaviors on locus of causality, stability, and
controllability (Chang & Sue, 2003).
It is also interesting to note that when Chang and Sue (2003) asked teachers what they
thought the primary cause of the child’s behavior was, 40.9% said personality factors, which by
Weiner’s (1979) definition are internal, unstable, controllable factors when viewed through the
lens of attribution theory. Race did not factor into their explicit explanations for their attributions
of behavior; how teachers form these perceptions may be dependent on implicit attitudes (Glock
& Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014).
Implicit Attitudes
Implicit attitudes are those that exist in unconscious thought; they drive perceptions and
decisions without the person holding them being entirely aware of them. These are automatic
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responses, of which the respondent sometimes is not even aware (van den Bergh et al., 2010), in
contrast to explicit attitudes, which are arrived at afterthought and decision.
Teachers may assume that their judgments aren’t biased, but this is from the perspective of
explicit attitudes, which are activated after the person has time to think through actions and
rationalize them (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014). There are five stages to social information
processing: encoding, storage, retrieval, inferences, judgment (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014);
these stages also take place in teachers as they make attributions about their students’ behavior
(Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014). Explicit attitudes are in the judgment stage of social
information processing as opposed to implicit attitudes, which are used in the inferences stage,
cognitively activating stereotypes at an earlier stage of processing, one that may be viewed as
unconscious (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014). Implicit attitudes, which are a direct function of
beliefs, lead to behavior that is expressed both verbally and nonverbally toward others.
Glock and Krolak-Schwerdt (2014) sought to determine when in the information
processing cycle teachers cognitively activated stereotypes in judging student educational profiles.
Stereotypes are akin to schema, where people use categories to fill in missing information about
people (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014). In their first study, Glock and Krolak-Schwerdt (2014)
asked 64 teachers (61% female, 50% pre-service status, mean age 37 years, average teaching
experience 11.5 years) to read a neutral passage on a student and filled out five judgment
dimensions judging the student’s learning habits, language proficiency, intellectual power, math
performance, and German performance; half of the teachers received a two-sentence description
of a Turkish (minoritized group in Germany) student (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014). Teachers
who had the Turkish description had higher recall and intrusion rates (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt,
2014). Because this experiment also looked at storage of information, it appears that when racial
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minority information is activated, storage is deeper as one attempts to reconcile the information
with stereotypes in their memory (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014). It appears that retrieval and
inferences were also influenced (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014).
In a second study, the researchers varied the background of the students to examine whether
there is a relationship between teacher judgments and social background of a student, and whether
or not this is based on stereotypical racial or social class knowledge of students (Glock & KrolakSchwerdt, 2014). This study extends the results of the first by examining attitudes toward
stereotypical information (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014). Sixty-six teachers (47% female,
48.5% pre-service status, mean age 39 years, mean experience teaching 16 years) used the same
procedure as in the first study, but added social background information to the descriptions (Glock
& Krolak-Schwerdt, 2014). The results indicated that when sentences contained categorical
information, teachers who read about a high SES student read more quickly and recalled less
information, which indicated that they were relying on stereotypical perceptions of students from
a high SES in the retrieval and inferences stages of social processing (Glock & Krolak-Schwerdt,
2014). Since SES and race are often conflated, these findings may extend to understandings of
stereotype activation during cognitive processing regarding race. Glock and Krolak-Schwerdt
(2014) conclude: “After suppression, participants’ cognitive resources are depleted, and
subsequent judgments are subject to increased biases” (p. 603). In the classroom, this may lead to
increased negative causal attributions which are based in implicit attitudes teachers hold toward
students.
Implicit attitudes are cognitive functions that affect choices, resulting in specific behaviors
(Fishbein, 1966; Yang & Montgomery, 2013). Regarding race, these attitudes may influence
teacher behavior that sends messages about how they feel toward their students and what they
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expect out of their students regarding classroom behavior, educational outcomes, and educational
attainment. Research suggests that teachers’ implicit racial attitudes also have an effect on how
they work with their students in the classroom. Teacher attributions of student behavior may affect
these implicit attitudes, but this may also be a bidirectional relationship where implicit attitudes
also affect attributions.
The Implicit Assessment Test. The Implicit Associations Test (IAT), originally created
by Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz (1998), examines associations between concepts, namely a
concept and its relation to either a positive or negative association (Greenwald et al., 2009). The
goal of the IAT is to measure implicit attitudes by pairing two concepts and measuring the speed
of response (Glock et al., 2013; Greenwald et al., 1998). The idea is that “the more strongly the
participant associates two concepts, the faster the participant will respond when this particular pair
of concepts is presented” (van den Bergh et al., 2010, p. 503).
In the IAT procedure (Greenwald et al., 1998), two sets of concepts are chosen, the first
being the set of implicit attitudes the researchers desire to study (e.g., White and Black ethnicities)
and the second being a bipolar attitude representation (e.g., good and bad or positive and negative).
Participants are then asked to go through a set of trials categorizing a mixture of the sets (e.g.,
Black and good; White and good; Black and bad; White and bad) using keyboard keys for their
answers. Typically, the keys used are the “I” and the “E” keys. While this exercise varies by study,
including the use of practice trials and differing category sets, the typical process remains
consistent (Greenwald et al., 2009). Central to the measurement of the IAT are response latencies
in milliseconds: “An IAT effect is defined as the difference in mean latency between these two
conditions (noncompatible minus compatible)” (Greenwald et al., 1998, p. 1468). The IAT is
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computer-administered in order to properly assess response latencies (Glock et al., 2013;
Greenwald et al., 1998; Greenwald et al., 2009; van den Bergh et al., 2010).
Greenwald et al. (1998) explored the validity of the IAT through three studies: first, validity
across positive and negative attitudes; next, validity across attitudes on ethnicity; and finally,
validity across attitudes on race. The researchers found in the first experiment, using 32
undergraduate psychology students (60% female), “that associations can be revealed by mapping
two discrimination tasks alternately onto a single pair of responses,” supporting their conjecture
that the IAT is valid in measuring implicit attitudes (Greenwald et al., 1998, p. 1469). The
experiment examined relationships between attitude concepts that rely on universal Western
associations (e.g., flower names/positive associations and insect names/negative associations), the
goal of which was to examine the pairs of target attitudes as well as to examine procedures. The
second experiment was designed to examine ethnic attitudes between Japanese American and
Korean American ethnicities. Greenwald et al. (1998) used 17 (47% female) Korean American
students and 15 (66.66% female) Japanese American students, all undergraduate psychology
students. The researchers found that Japanese Americans had a hard time pairing Korean and
positive, and vice versa for Korean Americans, supporting the researchers’ hypothesis that the IAT
is a valid measure of implicit attitudes of ethnicity (Greenwald et al., 1998).
The final experiment by Greenwald et al. (1998), with 26 White American undergraduate
psychology students (54% female), examined the relationship between explicit and implicit racial
attitudes. The results echoed that of the second experiment: White participants showed a
preference for White and positive associations over Black and positive (Greenwald et al., 1998).
After examining explicit measures of racial attitudes, the researchers found a difference in implicit
racial attitudes and explicit affirmations of racial preference, leading the researchers to conclude
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that implicit measures of attitudes, specifically racial attitudes, may be more revealing of
preferences than explicit measures (Greenwald et al., 1998). Overall, through the three
experiments, Greenwald et al. (1998) found convergent validity for the IAT as well as divergent
validity for explicit and implicit measures of attitudes.
In addition to racial minority students often being judged as less competent than their racial
major peers, immigrant students are often viewed the same way (Glock et al., 2013). There are two
ways that judgments are used: category-based (also called heuristics), an automatic judgment
formation based on social categories that doesn’t rely on heavy cognitive effort and is often seen
as the “subconscious,” and rule-based or integrating, a more controlled use of cognitive resources
that reviews all information available that may be relevant for a judgment (Glock et al., 2013).
This offers another way to define teacher implicit and explicit attitudes toward students.
Glock et al. (2013) examined teacher attitudes toward students with and without implied
“immigrant” status, using data from 40 German pre-service secondary teachers (72.5% female).
The researchers found that attitudes toward native German students, or non-immigrants, were
positive but that there were no significant negative attitudes toward immigrant students (Glock et
al., 2013). While the researchers did not find a significant effect for their research question, the
results yielded information on German teacher education students’ attitudes toward immigrant
students.
Van den Bergh et al. (2010) sought to discover similar findings amongst 41 Dutch inservice elementary and middle school teachers (61% female) regarding their implicit attitudes
toward students of Turkish and Moroccan decent. The researchers found a relationship between
implicit negative teacher attitudes toward these students and student academic outcomes (van den
Bergh et al., 2010). This was interpreted as teachers’ negative implicit attitudes having an
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automatic effect on their academic expectations of these students, which affects teachers’
nonverbal behavior toward these students, thereby affecting the students’ academic performance
both directly and indirectly (van den Bergh et al., 2010). The researchers also believe that their
findings “show the implicit attitude measures that are widely used in social-psychological research
to clearly be of value for education research” (van den Bergh et al., 2010, p. 519).
Clark and Zygmunt (2014) performed a qualitative study with 302 early childhood and
elementary teachers (97% female) to investigate teacher biases in what they term a “conscious
raising…experience,” which in this case is a situation in which teachers are confronted with the
results of their IAT tests (p. 149). Teachers were enrolled in an online course, and they each
participated in two IAT tests: one for race, and the other for skin tone (Clark & Zygmunt, 2014).
They found that 96% percent of their sample showed an implicit preference for White ethnicity
and light skin, and when presented with the results, 33% of the sample disregarded the results and
26% disbelieved the results; only 22% accepted the results (the other two categories being
discomfort [9%] and distress [10%]) (Clark & Zygmunt, 2014). These results indicate that the
majority of this sample reacted to information about their own biases in a way that actively ignored
any information that directly questioned the view that they were anything other than benevolent,
color blind, and equitable people, even if that belief could negatively affect students of color as
seen in previous research enumerated in this work (Clark & Zygmunt, 2014).
The IAT has been found to be culturally sensitive as well. There are a small number of
studies that look at implicit attitudes and the impact on education, even though the research on
explicit attitudes is plentiful (Glock & Kovacs, 2013). To this extent, there is a shortage of implicit
attitude measures teacher education students (TES) that specifically examine race and how it
affects student outcomes, specifically in American contexts (Glock & Kovacs, 2013). The research
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that was gathered for this paper has shown binary attitude concepts such as Dutch vs.
Turkish/Moroccan students and German vs. immigrant students (Glock et al., 2013; van den Bergh
et al., 2010).
One future use of this test, as a form of revision, would be to test it extensively in education
settings. Instead of an attitudinal binary as the second category to test, the proposal is that the
second category focus on an education-oriented binary such: as “hard work” and “laziness”;
“effort” and “idleness”; and “smart” and “stupid.” Other words may be more appropriate, but these
give a general idea of the stereotypes to evoke when looking at students in a classroom. Since “the
achievement gap between racial minority and racial majority students was also higher among
classes whose teachers had more negative implicit attitudes,” it may be that these attitudes extend
beyond just positive and negative and that they are associated with internalized implicit adjectives
that are related to academic performance (Glock & Kovacs, 2013, p. 510). One issue with the IAT
is the order of variable presentation, but this can be mitigated by decreasing the number of trials
each participant is asked to do (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998).
Pilot Study
In a pilot study that examined the feasibility of this study and the accompanying measures,
the researcher explored whether the responses of TES to descriptions of challenging classroom
behaviors of Black and White students were related to the TES responses on a racial bias implicit
assessment task. Specifically, the study sought to determine if TES who scored higher on the IAT
would assign higher levels of internal causality and controllability for Black students than White
students. Seventeen undergraduate and graduate TES from an urban university (15 females)
participated in this study. Despite limited sample size, two findings warranted further
investigation: first, the relationship between TES implicit racial attitudes on the IAT and their
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attributions of classroom students’ behavior on the vignette questions; and second, the relationship
between implicit racial attitudes and attributional outcomes, specifically anger and sympathy.
Additionally, the data suggest a possible gender effect, in the correlation between implicit racial
bias and attributions of behavior, with females more likely than males to attribute negative
classroom behavior to internal causality. These findings are suggestive of a relationship between
the variables, but they were inconclusive because of study limitations, including a small sample
size and potential practice effect on the version of the IAT used. In the present study, the limitations
of the pilot will be addressed to obtain a more accurate picture of the relationship between
variables, specifically between implicit racial attitudes and attributions of student classroom
behavior.
This study’s design is closely aligned with that of the pilot study, which used the IAT, the
vignettes, the vignette questions, and the demographic survey. Based on the information learned
in the pilot study, the sample size of this study is being increased substantially in order to increase
statistical power. Additionally, measures were modified in several ways. The IAT trials were
randomized to mediate potential practice effects, and the vignette questions were edited and
expanded to ensure measurement of the three attributional dimensions equally (locus, stability,
controllability) as well as to more specifically question participants about attributional outcomes
(anger and sympathy as measured through predicted actions). The vignettes themselves were
edited to align with the diagnostic criteria in child pathology, specifically focusing on four
categories:

ADHD

symptoms,

disruptive

behavior,

internalization,

and

non-

compliance/disorganization. More vignettes were added to provide for more opportunities for
participants to label classroom behavior. Finally, all of the protagonists were changed to male to
mitigate a possible gender effect in labeling behavior.
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Significance of the Study
To date, research on the effect of teachers’ implicit racial attitudes on their classroom
disciplinary referrals has been strictly theoretical in nature, with few empirical studies examining
these two constructs together. Researchers have also called for more work to identify the
psychological mechanism underlying these disparities in disciplinary referral disparities (Gregory
et al., 2010; Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015), and Warikoo et al. (2016) specifically make the case
for more empirical work connecting the social psychological work in implicit attitudes with
educational processes and outcomes. In a review of the literature on the connection between
implicit racial attitudes and educational outcomes, the authors claim that implicit racial attitudes
may affect classroom outcomes due to the historical nature of pervasive negative racial views of
Black students in the literature (Warikoo et al., 2016).
The importance of studying implicit racial attitudes and disciplinary referrals in TES is
more than just an academic question of a correlation; it concerns the question of who will be
teaching in the future and what they are thinking about which students need to be disciplined and
how that discipline should be implemented. Working with prospective teachers is a social justice
concern, as the ways in which implicit attitudes limit and distort TES acceptance of multicultural
content they are exposed to in their coursework. This study seeks to extend this work by making
explicit the connection between implicit racial attitudes and TES behavior toward disruptive
classroom behavior.
Research Question and Hypothesis
The current study builds on findings indicating that teachers’ implicit racial attitudes affect
their behavior toward their students in the classroom. Teacher education programs set a goal of
preparing teachers to work with diverse populations, but rarely do programs ask their TES to
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closely examine the racial attitudes they bring with them into their training. Teacher education
programs often treat their TES specifically as though they come into the program as an empty
vessel waiting to be filled with the knowledge of teaching without the interference of previously
held beliefs. However, these previously held beliefs affect how and what TES, both pre-service
and in-service, learn in their teacher education programs and subsequently take into their
classrooms.
I posit that teachers’ implicit racial attitudes influence their perceptions of and responses
to students’ classroom behavior, as well as their decisions about which students to refer for
disciplinary action. In order to address the impact of implicit racial attitudes on teachers’
disciplinary decisions and practices, it is important to examine TES and the attitudes they hold
toward their current and future students. This study addresses two research questions: How are
TES’ implicit racial attitude scores on an implicit bias test related to their perceptions about student
behavioral challenges in the classroom, and how do these implicit racial attitudes affect their
decisions to refer students for disciplinary action?
The literature has shown that teachers hold attitudes toward their students of color that,
when viewed through the lens of attribution theory, contribute to teachers holding Black students
more accountable for their perceived negative actions than their White student counterparts (Battey
& Leyva, 2016; Bottiani et al., 2017; Gregory et al., 2010; Milner & Tenore, 2010; Okonofua &
Eberhardt, 2015; Skiba et al., 2011). This study will build on these findings by asking if TES who
score higher on an implicit racial bias measure will attribute Black students’ classroom
misbehavior to a lack of control more so than White students’. Specifically, it is hypothesized that
TES who score higher on the racial implicit bias test will attribute internal causality and
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controllability to explain challenging behaviors in the classroom more frequently for Black
students than for White students.
The literature has also shown that teachers’ racial beliefs about and attitudes toward
students are associated with greater tendency to refer Black students than White students for
discipline, and data shows that Black students receive more severe punishments than White
students for similar infractions (Balfanz et al., 2015; Bates & Glick, 2013; Blake et al., 2017;
Carter & Goodwin, 1994; Chang & Demyan, 2007; Chang & Sue, 2003; Frankenberg, 2012;
Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015). This study will build on these findings by hypothesizing that TES
who score higher on an implicit bias measure will be more likely to recommend Black students
than White students for disciplinary referral outside the classroom.
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Chapter 3: Method
This chapter describes the methodology for the study, including participants, measures,
procedures, research design, and data analysis.
Participants
The study population was a local sample of teacher education students (N=233) enrolled
in teacher education and school counseling programs in New York City. Participants were both
undergraduate (N=70) and graduate students (N=163), ranging in age from 19 to 54 years old
(average age 25.63), completing their studies in a variety of certification areas (early childhood
education, elementary education, secondary education, special education, TESOL/ESL/bilingual
education, dance education, visual arts education, instructional technology, and school counseling)
and grade levels. Table 2 displays the characteristics of the sample.
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Table 2
Characteristics of the Sample
Characteristic
(N = 233)
Average age in years
25.63
Gender
Male
42
Female
187
Other
2
Race/Ethnicity
White
112
Black
16
Hispanic or Latinx
63
Native American
4
Asian
48
Other
15
School Level
Undergraduate
70
Graduate
163
Average time completed in program in semesters
1.76
Certification Area
Teacher certification
204
School Counseling
29
Note: When asked for their race/ethnicity, participants were instructed to check all that applied,
so N will total more than 233.
Participants were recruited beginning in the spring 2019 semester through email, through
social media, and through a research support system located at one of the colleges. The PI emailed
contacts in teacher education programs across the city with whom she was acquainted and
requested that they forward the recruitment letter and survey link to their TES. Additionally, the
PI posted announcements on social media, including Facebook, Twitter, and LinkedIn, where she
was connected with colleagues in teacher education and was members of several teacher
education-oriented groups. Finally. The PI listed her study on a research support system at one
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college where teacher education and school counseling students received one credit toward their
course requirement for completing the study online.
Measures
Implicit Associations Test. The Implicit Associations Test (IAT), originally created by
Greenwald et al. (1998), examines associations between a pair of dichotomous descriptor words
and a construct. The IAT measures implicit attitudes by pairing the descriptor and the construct,
and then measuring the speed of response. The faster a participant responds in milliseconds, the
stronger the participant’s association between the pair of adjective-items (Glock et al., 2013;
Greenwald et al., 1998; van den Bergh et al., 2010). For example, the IAT might examine the
relation between the dichotomous adjective pair good/bad and a construct such as gender or race
(e.g., male or female, White or Black). Participants go through a set of trials categorizing a mixture
of the sets (e.g., Black and good; White and good; Black and bad; White and bad) using keyboard
keys for their responses (Greenwald et al., 1998). While the intended target population of this
assessment is general, meaning it can be used to assess implicit associations in many contexts with
a wide variety of subjects, for this study’s purposes the intended focus will be on TES’ attitudes
toward race.
Greenwald et al. (1998) found convergent validity for the IAT as well as divergent validity
for explicit and implicit measures of attitudes, and Greenwald et al. (2009) found predictive
validity of the IAT using a meta-analysis of 122 articles that used the IAT.
Classroom Behavior Vignettes. The proposed study used vignettes depicting student
misbehaviors, specifically focusing on male students of two races: Black and white. This choice
was made after the pilot study found that there was a potential gender effect when participants
were presented with two genders and two races. Since the focus of this study is specifically on
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whether there is an effect of race on TES’ decisions about disciplinary referral, the researcher
decided to focus only on male students for this study. This also allowed the researcher to create a
more direct and structured racial comparison across child pathology diagnostic criteria (which is
discussed in detail below) since there was not a need to build in gender and the interaction with
race.
The vignettes depicted student misbehaviors that are disruptive but common in a classroom
setting. These behaviors were based on four diagnostic categories in child pathology: ADHD
symptoms,

internalization,

non-compliance/disruptive

behavior,

and

non-

compliance/disorganization. Using common misbehaviors that represent major diagnostic
categories of child psychopathology highlights a central question addressed in this study: When
does the TES see student misbehavior as pathology rather than just normal acting out? In other
words, how do teachers draw the line between normal classroom misbehavior and a problem
behavior that indicates potential pathology?
Each diagnostic category had two corresponding vignettes, one for a white male and one
for a Black male. Each vignette described a male student (race specified) misbehaving in the
classroom, and four questions followed: two focused on attributional dimensions of causality and
controllability; one focused on a teacher action toward the students that asked participants to rank
the choices in the order they would respond to the student, which included the option to rank up to
all five choice or to not rank anything; and one was an open-ended query about any additional
information that would be helpful in deciding how to respond to the child’s behavior.
The vignettes were developed by the PI and were piloted during the pilot study to assess
clarity in understanding the vignette as well as in understanding what the feedback questions were
asking. These vignettes were then edited for the current study based on that feedback (see Pilot
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Study section). The genders varied in the pilot study; for this larger study, only males were
described in order to prevent a gender confound in the vignette protagonists.
Each vignette was two sentences in length and described the classroom misbehavior. This
vignette was then paired with a stock photo of a male child, either Black or white. The vignettes
can be found in Appendix A, and the list of corresponding questions, which ask about the
participant’s belief that the student is in control of his behavior and what actions the participant
might be likely to take with the student, can be found in Appendix B.
Demographic questionnaire. Demographic information was collected on participants’
ages, race/ethnicities, the number of semesters completed in the education program, and other
background information. The questionnaire can be found in Appendix C.
Procedure
After receiving approval from the IRB, the PI put out a call for participants via email and
social media (the script can be found in Appendix D) as well as the research participation system,
all of which contained the link to the study, allowing students to opt in to the study by clicking on
the link. Once they reached the “start” page, they were presented with a question asking if they
were over the age of 18. If they said, yes, they proceeded to the consent form. If they responded
no, they were taken to a “thank you for your interest” page. Once on the consent form, if
participants selected “yes,” that they consented, they were taken to the IAT. If they selected “no,”
they were taken to the “thank you for your interest” page. The participants who consented were
then assigned a random ID by the program, and this ID was attached to each survey (three in total)
done by the participant. This information was not linked to the participant’s personal identification
as opting in through the survey link ensured anonymous participation.
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The participant was first given the racial bias IAT. The computer keys used for the IAT
were the “E” and the “I” keys, and each represented one of the two dichotomous variables. For
example, if the variables are “good” and “bad,” the “E” key represented “good” and the “I” key
represented “bad.” The IAT measures response latencies in milliseconds (ms), which is why the
test was administered on a computer (Glock et al., 2013; Greenwald et al., 1998; Greenwald et al.,
2009; van den Bergh et al., 2010).
The racial bias IAT was given to the participant in an online format using open source
materials. It consisted of two practice trials (one for race and one for positive/negative words)
followed randomly by two trials pairing African American with positive words and Caucasian with
negative words and two trials pairing Caucasian with positive words and African American with
negative words. The random trials mitigated any practice effect that may have resulted from
participating in trials in a consistent order.
The participant was then presented with all eight vignettes, one at a time, that presented a
stock photo of the student and described the problem behavior. The vignettes were presented in
this order: white student with non-compliance/disorganization symptoms; black student with noncompliance/disorganization symptoms; white student with non-compliance/disruptive symptoms;
black student with non-compliance/disruptive symptoms; white student with ADHD symptoms;
black student with ADHD symptoms; white student with internalization symptoms; and black
student with internalization symptoms. Each vignette was followed by the set of questions
covering the participant’s perception of student behavior in the classroom. These vignettes are
included in the appendix.
The participant then completed a demographic and teaching experiences questionnaire
which immediately followed the vignette questions on Survey Monkey. The participant completed
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the short survey that asked questions about their age, year in school, race, and teaching/fieldwork
experience.
The tasks were ordered in this way to avoid priming of conscious racial bias or prevention
of bias by providing the demographic questionnaire before the IAT. The total test time was
approximately 30 minutes.
Data Analysis
Research Design. This study was correlational with a convenience sample.
Analysis. Analysis began with finding a quantitative representation of the IAT using effect
sizes as established in the literature (Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003). Practice trials were
thrown out, and the remaining four trials were combined to create two groups: those which grouped
African American photos with positive words and Caucasian photos with negative words, and
those which grouped Caucasian photos with positive words and African American photos with
negative words. Effect sizes were calculated as Cohen’s d for each participant between the reaction
times of these two groups using R. A higher negative effect size represented a greater bias against
African American protagonists.
The first analyses that were done were Pearson correlations for participant race and IAT
effect size, for participant gender and IAT effect size, and for participant age and IAT effect size
to establish baseline statistics. Means and standard errors for the specific attributional dimensions
(causality and controllability) asked about in the vignettes were calculated, broken down by race,
gender, and age. These analyses were done for descriptive purposes.
To answer the question of whether TES who score higher on the racial implicit bias test
attribute internal causality and controllability to explain challenging behaviors in the classroom
more frequently for Black students than for White students, difference scores in the vignette
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questions with matched student races were first calculated. For instance, Question 1 in the two
vignette sets is identical except for a change in the represented students’ races; these are the
difference scores that were calculated, subtracting the rating for the white student from the rating
for the Black student. Then these scores were used in a multiple regression using Cohen’s d as the
regressor on the differences between the fictional vignette Black and white students in identical
classroom situations presented to the participants.
To answer the question of whether teachers who score higher on the racial implicit bias test
will be more likely to recommend referral outside the classroom for discipline for Black students
than for White students, responses to the vignette questions asking participants what they would
be most likely and least likely to do in the situation were dummy coded, with responses that
entailed keeping the child in the classroom classified by 0 and those removing the child from the
classroom classified as 1. A multiple regression using effect size as the regressor examined effects
of effect size on the attributional dimensions as measured by vignette questions for students by
race.
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Results
This section will present the results of the descriptive and the inferential statistical analyses
described in the Method section.
IAT Data Review and Effect Size Calculations
First, IAT effect sizes were calculated, beginning with removing data points that were
above or below thresholds which indicated false information. Greenwald et al. (1998) considered
any response time below 300 ms to be too fast to represent a good faith effort, as the participant
selection was most likely done prior to observing the stimulus, and over 3,000 ms to be
“momentary inattention” (p. 1467). In their development of the instrument, they recoded anything
below 300 ms as the lower threshold and anything above 3,000 ms as the upper threshold
(Greenwald et al., 1998). In contrast, Glock et al. (2013) opted to run smaller margins, throwing
out any responses that were under 150 ms and above 1,500 ms.
For this data analysis, the researcher opted to use modified Greenwald et al. (1998)
thresholds, marking the lower threshold at 250 ms and the upper threshold at 3,000 ms, combined
with Glock et al.’s (2013) process of throwing out responses that fell outside of these thresholds.
This combination was selected because Greenwald et al.’s (1998) justification for their thresholds
made the most sense with the data collected in this study as compared to Glock et al.’s (2013) more
liberal lower threshold and more conservative upper threshold; however, Glock et al.’s (2013)
decision to throw out data points that surpassed their threshold rather than recoding to meet the
lower and upper bounds meant that trials that did not show good faith efforts at responding would
not be counted in the analyses.
The full sample in this study presented a range of responses from 250 ms to 3,000 ms,
rating anything below the lower threshold to be a false start and above the upper threshold to be a
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wandering attention span. This resulted in two participants being removed from the analysis
entirely due to more than ten of their responses per trial block being below the lower threshold.
Other responses that were removed were on an individual case-by-case basis according the R
script, discussed below.
After reviewing this data and removing IAT selections outside of the specified range, IAT
effect size was calculated using R and a script based upon the Greenwald et al. (2003) scoring
algorithm. The IAT effect sizes ranged from -1.32 to 0.83 (N=228) and had a mean of -0.11
(sd=0.36), with a higher positive effect size indicating a greater bias against Black protagonists
and a negative effect size indicated a greater bias against white protagonists.
IAT Correlations
In order to determine whether study participants’ IAT scores were associated with
demographic characteristics, first Pearson correlations were calculated for participant race and IAT
effect size, for participant gender and IAT effect size, and for participant age and IAT effect size
to establish baseline statistics. Table 3 presents these correlations, none of which reached statistical
significance, indicating that there were no significant relationships between participant
characteristics and their IAT scores.
Table 3
Pearson Correlations: Participant Demographics and IAT Scores
Participant Characteristic (N = 228)
Age in years
Gender
Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Hispanic or Latinx
Native American
Asian
Other

R
.03
.04
-.18
.29
.10
.01
-.07
.08
48

Attributions
Attributional Dimension Means and Standard Errors
Means and standard errors for the specific attributional dimensions of causality and
controllability were calculated, as seen in Table 4. To assess locus of causality, participants were
given the statement, “The student’s behavior is due to choices he makes,” and asked to rate their
agreement on a six-point Likert scale; the higher the ranking, the more participants believed that
the student had an internal locus of control. To assess controllability, participants were given the
statement, “The student’s behavior is due to circumstances outside of his control,” and asked to
rate their agreement on a six-point Likert scale; the higher the rating, the more participants believed
that student lacked controllability.
Table 4
Means and Standard Errors of Attributional Dimensions by Vignette Race
Pathology criteria
Disorganization

Disruptive behavior

ADHD

Internalization

Student race

Causality

White

M
2.67

SE
0.09

Controllability
M
SE
4.27
0.09

Black

3.02

0.09

3.94

0.10

White

4.11

0.09

2.76

0.08

Black

3.94

0.09

2.94

0.09

White

2.54

0.08

4.32

0.09

Black

2.95

0.08

3.90

0.08

White

2.46

0.08

4.28

0.09

Black

2.76

0.09

3.94

0.09

49

IAT and Attributional Dimension
To answer the question of whether TES who score higher on the racial implicit bias test
attribute internal causality and controllability to explain challenging behaviors in the classroom
more frequently for Black students than for white students, difference scores in the vignette
questions with corresponding behaviors were first calculated between student races. For instance,
Question 1 in the two vignette sets is identical except for a change in the represented students’
races; these are the difference scores that were calculated, subtracting the rating for the white
student from the rating for the Black student. Then these IAT scores were used in a regression
using Cohen’s d as the regressor on the differences between participants’ responses to Black
and/versus white students in identical classroom situations.
There were no statistically significant relationships found regarding the IAT predicting
difference scores between Black and white students on measures of the attributional dimensions
of causality and controllability, as seen in Table 5.
Table 5
Regression of IAT on Difference Scores on Attributional Dimensions
Pathology criteria
Disorganization

F
0.01

Causality
p
0.92

df
227

Controllability
F
p
Df
0.02
0.88
227

Disruptive behavior

1.06

0.31

227

2.89

0.09

227

ADHD

0.44

0.51

227

0.81

0.37

227

Internalization

0.16

0.69

227

3.47

0.06

227

Two dimensions, however, were of note; specifically, under controllability, disruptive
behavior and internalization symptoms came close to a statistically significant effect, indicating
that the IAT might be better at predicting these dimensions than in other areas.
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Attributional Dimension Mean Comparison
To extend these analyses, paired sample t-tests were calculated to determine if contrastingrace vignettes with matching pathology criteria differed in ratings of attributional dimensions, as
seen in Table 6.
For the attributional dimension of causality, a higher rating indicated TES belief in greater
levels of internal causality; therefore, a positive t-score indicated that TES endorsed a higher level
of internal causality for the white student than his Black counterpart and a negative t-score
indicated that TES endorsed a higher level of internal causality for the Black student than his white
counterpart.
For the attributional dimension of controllability, a higher rating indicated TES belief in
lower levels of controllability; therefore, a positive t-score indicated that TES endorsed more
controllability for the Black student than for his white counterpart and a negative t-score indicated
that TES endorsed more controllability for the white student than his Black counterpart.
There were statistically significant differences on all the diagnostic categories. For students
with disruptive behavior, participants indicated that they felt that the white student had an internal
locus of causality and a lack of controllability for their behavior more than his Black counterpart.
For the other three pathology criteria (i.e., disorganization, ADHD, and internalization),
participants believed that the Black students had more internal causality and less controllability
than their white counterparts. Table 6 displays these scores.
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Table 6
Paired Sample t-Tests for Student Racial Differences on Attributional Dimensions
Pathology criteria

Causality

Disorganization

t(227)
-3.446

p
0.001

Controllability
t(227)
P
3.794
0.000

Disruptive behavior

2.579

0.011

-2.704

0.007

ADHD

-5.116

0.000

5.325

0.000

Internalization

-4.603

0.000

4.358

0.000

Additional analyses indicated that there was no significant relationship in the aggregate
Black and white student scores between the IAT and both the causality and the controllability
measures. In other words, when aggregated across diagnostic categories, there was no significant
relationship between IAT scores and attributional dimensions for either set of student scores.
IAT and Disciplinary Action Decisions
To answer the question of whether teachers who showed greater bias against Black
protagonists on the racial implicit bias test will be more likely to recommend referral outside the
classroom for discipline for Black students than for White students, responses to the vignette
questions asking participants what they would be most likely and least likely to do in the situation
were dummy coded, with responses that entailed keeping the child in the classroom classified by
0 and those removing the child from the classroom classified as 1. The ranking question allowed
students to rank up to five options, including not ranking anything at all; dummy coding in this
way accounted for the times that participants only selected one option, as that would be represented
as their first choice. Participants who chose to rank nothing at all were considered missing data for
that specific analysis. Overall, between one and three participants chose not to assign any randings
for each of the vignettes.
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A regression using IAT effect size as the regressor examined effects of IAT scores on the
disciplinary action decisions for students by race. One relationship reached statistical significance:
TES who showed greater bias against Black protagonists on the IAT were more likely to opt to
ignore disruptive behavior in Black students in the classroom than TES who showed lower bias
against Black protagonists, as seen in Table 7.
Table 7
Regression of IAT Scores on Disciplinary Actions Selections
Pathology criteria

Disorganization

Disruptive behavior

ADHD

Internalization

Student
race
White

Refer to the school
psychologist
F
P
df
2.40 0.12 225

Ignore the behavior
F
p
df
0.87 0.35 225

Take action in the
classroom
F
p
Df
3.36 0.07 225

Black

0.67

0.41

223

0.95

0.33

223

1.89

0.17

223

White

0.36

0.55

224

3.21

0.08

224

0.00

--

227

Black

2.62

0.11

225

5.86

0.02

225

1.61

0.21

225

White

2.50

0.12

224

1.93

0.17

224

0.13

0.72

224

Black

0.15

0.70

224

2.91

0.09

224

2.42

0.12

224

White

0.14

0.71

224

0.42

0.52

224

0.00

0.96

224

Black

0.46

0.50

223

0.01

0.90

223

0.26

0.61

223

While only one relationship neared statistical significance, there were areas of note.
Specifically, TES who showed more racial bias against Black protagonists on the IAT were more
likely than TES with a bias against white protagonists to indicate that they would ignore the
behavior of Black students displaying ADHD symptoms as well disruptive behavior in white
students. Additionally, as TES’ IAT scores showed greater bias against Black protagonists, there
was a greater likelihood that they would take action in the classroom with white students who
show symptoms of disorganization more than their Black counterparts. While these did not reach
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statistical significance, these F scored had p values nearing significance, which may indicate a
need for further investigation in the future.
Upon further examination, the decision to ignore a behavior could be considered an action
taken in the classroom, as it is a conscious choice by teachers to handle the behavior in the
classroom (perhaps by extinguishing it through not responding to it) rather than out of the
classroom. Since the research question for this study asked at what point TES would refer students
outside of the classroom for disciplinary issues, TES who chose to ignore the behavior in the
classroom still chose to opt to keep the student in the classroom; this possibly indicates that the
behavior didn’t meet the threshold to refer for disciplinary action outside of the classroom. To that
end, responses to the question asking participants what they would be most likely and least likely
to do in the situation were combined and dummy coded for taking action in the classroom,
including ignoring the behavior, and referring the student to the school psychologist. As seen in
Table 8, there were no statistically significant relationships between the IAT scores and
disciplinary decisions by student race when disciplinary decisions were categorized as either in the
classroom or removal from the classroom.
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Table 8
Regression of IAT Scores on Decision to Take Action in the Classroom Versus Refer to the School
Psychologist
Pathology criteria
Disorganization

Disruptive behavior

ADHD

Internalization

Student race
White

Classroom Disciplinary Decision
F
p
df
2.40
0.12
225

Black

0.67

0.41

223

White

0.36

0.55

224

Black

2.62

0.11

225

White

2.50

0.12

224

Black

0.15

0.70

224

White

0.14

0.71

224

Black

0.46

0.50

223

Exploratory Research on Pathologizing Symptoms and Disciplinary Action Decisions
These analyses were extended further by exploring whether there were differences in
disciplinary decisions by diagnostic category regardless of student race. There were statistically
significant differences in disciplinary decisions across diagnostic criteria categories, as seen in
Table 9. For each of the disciplinary actions examined – refer to the school psychologist, ignore
the behavior, and take action in the classroom – the differences were statistically significant, with
ignoring the behavior having the largest R2 value (R2=0.384). This indicates that TES made
different decisions based on diagnostic criteria about whether to take action in the classroom
(including ignoring the behavior) or refer the student to the school psychologist.

55

Table 9
Overall Differences in Disciplinary Actions Selections by Diagnostic Category
Disciplinary Action
Refer the student to the school psychologist

R2
0.056

Ignore the behavior

0.384

Take action in the classroom

0.188

A regression to tease out individual relationships found several relationships of note, as
seen in Table 10. TES were more likely to choose that they would refer the student to the school
psychologist for internalization over the other diagnostic criteria at statistically significant rates.
For ignoring the behavior, TES were more likely to do this for disorganization over other
diagnostic criteria; and for taking action in the classroom, (they indicated that) they were more
likely to do this with disruptive behavior criteria over others.

56

Table 10
Category Comparisons in Disciplinary Action Selections by Diagnostic Category
Pathology criteria

Disorganization

Disruptive
behavior

ADHD

Internalization

-

2.31*

1.39

3.41**

Disruptive
behavior
ADHD

2.31*

-

1.85

2.52*

1.39

1.85

-

4.79***

Internalization

3.41**

2.52**

4.79***

-

-

5.89***

6.45***

1.88

5.89***

-

6.25***

5.38***

6.45***

6.25***

-

17.28***

1.88

5.38***

17.28***

-

-

6.51***

2.96*

3.25**

Disruptive
behavior
ADHD

6.51***

-

7.14***

1.47

2.96*

7.14***

-

7.36***

Internalization

3.25**

1.47

7.36***

-

Refer the student to the school psychologist
Disorganization

Ignore the behavior
Disorganization
Disruptive
behavior
ADHD
Internalization

Take action in the classroom
Disorganization

Take action in the classroom or Refer the student to the school psychologist
Disorganization
Disruptive
behavior
ADHD

-

2.31*

1.39

3.41**

2.31*

-

2.00*

2.98**

1.39

2.00*

-

5.39***

2.98**

5.39***

-

Internalization
3.41**
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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Discussion
This study was designed to address the two research questions: How are teacher education
students’ implicit racial attitude scores on an implicit bias test related to their perceptions about
student behavioral challenges in the classroom, and how do these implicit racial attitudes affect
their decisions to refer students outside the classroom for disciplinary action? It was hypothesized
that TES who score higher on the racial implicit bias test will attribute internal causality and
controllability to explain challenging behaviors in the classroom more frequently for Black
students than for White students.
The results of this study did not support the hypotheses. First, there were no correlations
between participant characteristics such as age, race, or sex, and racial bias IAT scores, indicating
that participant characteristics did not have a relationship with racial bias as measured by the IAT.
Next, regression analyses found that racial bias IAT scores did not predict attributions of causality
or controllability by race of the student for any of the challenging classroom behaviors, indicating
that implicit racial bias as measured by the IAT in this study did not have bearing on the differences
in assigning attribution to student behaviors described in our vignettes.
The results also did not support the hypothesis that TES who score higher on an implicit
bias measure will be more likely to recommend Black students than white students for disciplinary
referral outside the classroom. Only one analysis reached significance on TES choice of
disciplinary action; TES who showed greater bias against Black protagonists than white were more
likely to opt to ignore disruptive behavior in Black students in the classroom.
There was, however, an important finding regarding TES’ interpersonal attributions of
Black versus white students who displayed the same challenging classroom behavior. Paired
sample t-tests revealed that regardless of IAT scores, TES as a whole were more likely to assign
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internal causality and controllability to Black students than white students. Using Weiner’s (1979)
paradigm as a guide, this finding indicates that TES would be most likely to assign ability or mood
(depending on stability beliefs, which were not measured in this study) as the interpersonal causal
attribution of Black students’ behavior when displaying disorganization, ADHD, and/or
internalization symptoms. This combination of attributions of internal causality and control might
lead TES to feel anger toward Black students, blaming them for their behavior and increasing the
likelihood TES would opt for punishment and classroom removal.
Stereotyping may also be a culprit in these decisions. Cultural and racial stereotyping leads
teachers to define what are “appropriate” behaviors and what are not, and when students are
engaging in “inappropriate behaviors” as defined by the teacher’s dominant cultural referent, they
may very well attribute an internal locus of causality and controllability to that behavior, deeming
students to be at fault for their choices and leading the teacher to anger, which results in punishment
of the offending behavior (see Figure 1 in the literature review). These kinds of behaviors include
the very ones that see Black students punished for at higher rates than their white counterparts,
which may also be indicative of pathology criteria: talking back, loitering, and non-compliance
(Gregory et al., 2010; Milner & Tenore, 2010; Skiba et al., 2011). Stereotyping may be leading
TES to attribute internal causality and controllability to Black students more than white students
because they believe Black students do not willingly act “appropriately.”
It’s interesting, then, that the only significant difference in disciplinary decisions was TES’
preference to ignore disruptive behavior in the Black protagonist over the white one. This may be
a result of how the ranking task was structured; encompassed within the construct of “taking action
in the classroom” were three items: “institute a warning system with a consequence;” “modify the
classroom to accommodate the behavior;” and “develop a behavioral plan with the students’
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input.” Including these three dimensions, including later with “ignore the behavior,” instead of one
global dimension, may be a potential confound. One way to fix this would be a forced-ranking
choice format; however, this question could also be improved by adding in additional options to
recommend the student for referral outside the classroom.
Additionally, when participants selected “ignoring the behavior” as a primary choice, we
can’t be sure what they intended by this option, as ignoring the behavior could mean a variety of
things. For example, TES may feel that ignoring the behavior will make it go away, or they may
feel defeated and that the behavior isn’t fixable so it isn’t worth addressing. They may also feel
that the behavior is within the normal realm of acting out and doesn’t require special attention. All
of this to say that without probing in more detail, we cannot be sure what TES intended by
“ignoring the behavior,” and this is something to more closely examine in further research, as well
as what the ultimate impact is on the student whose behavior is being ignored.
One approach to understanding this decision in the classroom might be to remove this
choice from the ranking system and create a separate question asking students (on a Likert scale)
how likely they would be to ignore the behavior in the classroom followed by an open-ended
question asking TES about why or why not. This could then guide future research as to how to
incorporate the choice to ignore the behavior as an option. Another approach to understanding this
behavior would be initially ask participants if they would deal with the behavior in the classroom,
refer the student out of the classroom, or ignore the behavior by providing a mutually exclusive
and exhaustive single-choice item, and then from there inquire more deeply into the “why” of these
decisions using open-ended questions based on which choice they selected.
Ultimately, the finding that TES were more likely to assign internal causality and
controllability to Black students than white students illustrates two important points. First, no
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matter what their bias as measured by the IAT, TES in this study displayed bias toward Black
students who show pathologizing symptoms such as disorganization, ADHD, and internalization
through the assignment of more internal causality and less controllability in Black students than
their white counterparts with identical pathology symptoms. This tracks with current literature on
the topic (Battey & Leyva, 2016; Bottiani et al., 2017; Gregory et al., 2010; Milner & Tenore,
2010; Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015; Skiba et al., 2011), and indicates that systemic racial bias
regarding Black male students runs deep in the American school system regardless of responses
to measures of personal implicit racial bias.
The second point, and the first limitation of this study, is that the IAT may not be a strong
enough measure to pick up the effect of implicit bias as a predictor of hypothetical behavior. The
literature argues that since cognition is the step prior to behavior, and implicit attitudes – a function
of implicit beliefs – are part of that cognitive processing, implicit attitudes therefore affect
decision-making and behavior (Glock & Krolack-Schwerdt, 2014). Since implicit attitudes can
impact behavior, and the racial bias IAT in this study did not show an effect, the issue may be that
latent response time may not actually measure bias. The findings in this study indicate that
regardless of racial bias IAT score, TES are more likely to assign controllability and internal locus
to Black than white students, which matches the literature quite closely. Additional analyses
indicated that when data was aggregated across diagnostic categories, there was no significant
relationship between IAT scores and attributional dimensions for either set of student scores, for
both Black and white students. What then is the meaning of the lack of relationship with IAT
scores? Most likely that the interpretation of IAT score might not be what it claims to be, and
therefore the question becomes what latent response time represents. Additionally, because the
IAT is intended to measure implicit attitudes and the vignettes were asking for explicit hypothetical
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behavioral actions, the application of the IAT to hypothetical behavior may not be a direct link.
Both of these questions should be explored in future research.
Finally, it was also found that teachers were more likely to choose disciplinary actions
when students exhibited differing diagnostic criteria, specifically in the referral to the school
psychologist category. TES were more likely to refer students displaying internalization symptoms
to the school psychologist regardless of student race. If we combine this finding with the
statistically significant relationship between TES believing that Black students with internalization
symptoms had more internal causality and less controllability than their white counterparts, it leads
to a need for closer examination of the specific relationship between TES’ understanding of
internalizations symptoms, student race, and their own racial bias. This three-way interaction of
factors may be particularly impactful on teachers’ decisions to refer their Black male students
displaying internalizing symptoms such as anxiety or withdrawal for discipline outside of the
classroom.
Limitations
As mentioned above, the first limitation of this study is that there is debate around the IAT
and what it actually measures (Greenwald et al., 2019). There are other measures that are currently
available that claim to measure implicit attitudes, including priming tests, multiple versions of the
IAT, and variations of the IAT. It may be worth exploring these research questions again with a
different measure of implicit racial bias to see if there is one that may work better with hypothetical
explicit decision making. This leads to a larger question of what, exactly, is the IAT measuring,
which is worth exploring further, particularly with specific populations such as teachers.
Other limitations include a potential confound in the vignettes overall; even though the
vignettes seemed comparable on symptoms of pathology criteria, they may not have been to some
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people. For example, disorganization symptoms and ADHD symptoms can be seen as similar; the
disorganization vignette that discusses a student who frequently forgets his class materials could
be understood by TES as ADHD symptoms. This vignette was paired with a student who is
frequently late for class, but participants may not find these vignettes comparable.
Additionally, on the ranking task in the vignettes, which sought to determine what TES
would do in relation to dealing with the behavior. The ranking procedure asked participants to rank
the five options in one list – as in, select their first choice, second choice, etc. As noted, there were
three options for taking action in the classroom, one for ignoring the behavior, and one for referral
to the school psychologist. This ranking system had several issues, including the multiple options
for in-classroom discipline, including the option to not rank anything, or only one option. This led
to the researcher to question whether or not the action of not ranking was in fact a type of ranking.
For our purposes here, it was coded as a form of ranking, but this should be examined closer in the
future. Additionally, it may have been preferrable to ask participants to choose their top choice
and one back up choice instead of ranking all five choices (i.e., rating in place of ranking).
One other limitation of note is how the demographics were analyzed; participants were
able to select their race/ethnicity from a list of options, and they had the option to collect all that
applied. When the data was analyzed, participants were grouped according to the individual races
they selected. However, it is important to note that the analyses did not distinguish between whiteHispanic and white-non-Hispanic participants; this is something that should be more closely
analyzed in the data set moving forward.
Another limitation is the hypothetical nature of the vignettes. These may not be a good
measure for how teachers would actually make in-the-moment decisions in the real-world
classroom, as the vignettes are hypothetical in nature and not a measure of observed behavior.
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Additionally, the lack of relationship between the IAT and the hypothetical vignettes could reflect
either a limitation of the IAT itself or a detachment between real-world decision making and
hypothetical decision making.
Finally, there is evidence in the literature that time of day may affect how people make
decisions through ego depletion, which may include how teachers choose to discipline students.
The time of day that TES participated in the survey could have potentially affected the results,
which may be worth looking into more closely.
Future Directions
The finding that, regardless of IAT score, TES in the study were more likely to assign
internal causality and controllability to Black students than to white students indicates that there
is a need for real-world, observed data on how these attributional biases play out in the classroom
and how these observations connect to measures of implicit racial bias. These results are consistent
with the findings that Black students are more likely to be disciplined for similar infractions than
their white counterparts. However, these results were based upon a hypothetical situation presented
to participants in a survey as opposed to in-the-moment decision making based on teacher-student
relationships that is a hallmark of real-world teaching.
To that end, observational measures are needed as well as a variety of implicit racial bias
measures, including and beyond the IAT. Teaching is not a robotic activity; each interaction with
a student is embedded in a history of teacher-student interactions, previously obtained knowledge
of the student such as student records or disability information, and teacher experience, among
other factors. Observational measures in a classroom context will be able to capture some of these
relationships that impact interpersonal attributions and ultimately disciplinary decisions at the
classroom level. The answer to why teachers choose to discipline Black students at higher rates
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than their white peers may reside outside of a survey that asks participants for hypothetical
decision-making.
Additionally, longitudinal data would be ideal in that TES are sometimes in the classroom
working as classroom teachers and sometimes not yet in the classroom; measuring implicit racial
bias and classroom disciplinary records at several points in time over the course of a teacher’s
career – including at the TES level – may reveal changes over time in both implicit bias as well as
how teachers choose to discipline students, as well as the interaction between the two constructs.
This study specifically looked at males only in order to avoid a potential gendered effect
of using both male and female protagonists. To that end, more data should be collected using the
same vignettes and changing males to females in order to determine if there is a contrast between
how TES would opt to discipline Black and white females, as well as to compare how TES would
opt to discipline Black males, Black females, white males, and white females. Additionally, to
examine whether there is an effect between gender and age of the vignette protagonists, it would
be worth repeating these measures while presenting photos of students who present as adolescents.
There are also a number of other factors, both in and out of this study, that warrant further
examination. This study collected data on a multitude of factors which can be explored in more
depth. First, school level of participants, specifically undergraduate or graduate level, which may
impact disciplinary decisions of participants based on their experience in the classroom, as
graduate students may be more likely to be in-service teachers. Additionally, area of certification
may also influence how teachers assign disciplinary decisions; special education teachers, for
instance, may be more apt to keep students in the classroom due to their experience training to
work with, and even directly working with, students with challenging behaviors. Third, there may
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potentially be an effect of the matched race relationship between the participant and the vignette
protagonist, which should be explored.
The sample in this study was based in a large urban city, and one factor that could be
explored by using a national sample would be to use the same measures to explore how disciplinary
decisions and attributional dimensions are viewed by race of student between TES in urban,
suburban, and rural settings.
Finally, to expand on the exploratory finding that TES were more likely to refer students
displaying internalization symptoms to the school psychologist regardless of student race, a closer
examination of implicit racial bias, student race, and TES interpretation of internalization
symptoms in student classroom behavior may be fruitful. Specifically, this relationship may
provide data that could help in understanding how to train TES to work with students displaying
these pathology symptoms in the classroom. TES may be more likely to recommend students for
referral outside the classroom for internalization symptoms because they are less familiar with
dealing with these kinds of symptoms, which often show up as withdrawal, anxiety, and
depression; however, without more information on these explicit beliefs and how they intersect
with implicit bias, it’s hard to draw conclusions. This area could be fruitful in understanding how
these particular pathology symptoms intersect with student race and teacher racial bias.
Conclusion
This study sought to find a connection between TES implicit racial attitudes and
attributions of classroom behavior as well as discipline decisions in the hypothetical classroom.
Specifically, this study predicted that TES who scored higher on the racial bias IAT would be more
likely to recommend students of color for disciplinary referral. Ultimately, the hypotheses were
not confirmed, but there was evidence that regardless of implicit bias scores, when presented with
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symptoms of disorganization, disruptive behavior, ADHD, and internalization, TES were more
likely to attribute an internal locus of causality and controllability to Black students than to their
white counterparts.
This study will add to the literature on TES racial attitudes and how they affect their
classroom interactions with their students, as this area is currently lacking in empirical evidence.
This is a significant contribution to the body of research on TES, as their implicit racial attitudes
toward their future students may undermine teacher preparation programs’ emphasis on culturally
responsive pedagogy and multiculturalism.
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Appendix A
Vignette 1
This student is frequently late to class, sometimes by several minutes, sometimes by half an hour.
He otherwise is not disruptive during class on a regular day.
Vignette 2
This student often forgets his binder, his book, and his class- and homework. When he does have
his work, it is often loose, wrinkled, and partially completed.
Vignette 3
This student speaks out of turn, not raising his hand before calling out answers to questions. He
often interrupts his peers while they are speaking.
Vignette 4
This student often talks back to you and interjects comments while you’re speaking. He often
replies to whole-class instructions with remarks unrelated to the work at hand.
Vignette 5
This student rarely sits still during class and often gets out of his seat and walks around the room.
He often fidgets when told to remain seated.
Vignette 6
This student has boundless energy throughout the day and has difficulty doing independent work
without interrupting his peers. He has difficulty focusing on the task at hand.
Vignette 7
This student is frequently intense and somber in his interactions with his peers and with you. He
rarely makes eye contact and speaks in a monotone.
Vignette 8
This student gets upset to the point of anger if he cannot finish his work in the allotted time. He
has difficulty working in groups because of this.
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Appendix B
VIGNETTE QUESTIONS
1. On a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being “not at all” and 4 being “completely,” in this situation,
to what extent do you believe that:
a. The student’s behavior is due to circumstances outside his control?
1
2
3
4
5
6
b. The student’s behavior is due to choices he makes?
1
2
3
4
5
6
2. Which actions would you most likely take with this student? Rank these in the order you
would prefer to take them:
1. Institute a warning system with a consequence
2. Modify the classroom to accommodate the behavior
3. Develop a behavioral plan with the students’ input
4. Refer the student to the school psychologist
5. Ignore the behavior
a. What other information that would be helpful to you in this situation?
a. [Open ended response.]
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Appendix C
Age: ___________
Sex:
oM
oF

o Other

Race (select all that apply):
o White
o Hispanic
o Black

o Native American
o Asian

Where are you currently enrolled in school? Please name the institution: _____________
Are you enrolled in...
o Undergraduate

o Graduate

Number of semesters completed in current education program (including this one): ___
In what area are you seeking certification?
o Early childhood education
o Elementary education
o Secondary education
o Special education

o TESOL/ESL/Bilingual Ed
o Elementary education
o Other ______________

Please indicate your year in school:
o Freshman
o Sophomore
o Junior
o Senior
o Certificate

o Master’s Year 1
o Master’s Year 2
o Other ____________

Do you currently hold a teaching certificate and/or license?
o Yes, in ______________________
o No
Are you currently employed as a teacher?
o Yes, in ______________________ o No
If yes, how many years have you been teaching (including this one)? _________
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Appendix D

Hello CUNY professors,
I am conducting a research study looking at the link between racial attitudes and labeling classroom
disruptive behavior. I would be grateful if you could take some time to forward this email to your
students.
The total testing time should be under 30 minutes, and there are three surveys: the Implicit
Associations Test, four short vignettes with questions, and a demographic survey. By clicking on
the link below, your students will remain anonymous.
You may access the surveys here: http://professorlorenzetti.com/
If you have any questions, my contact information is on the consent form and below. I appreciate
your time!

Nicole L. Lorenzetti
Doctoral Candidate, Educational Psychology
The Graduate Center at The City University of New York
nlorenzetti@gradcenter.cuny.edu

71

References
Amatea, E. S., Cholewa, B., & Mixon, K. A. (2012). Influencing teacher education students’
attitudes about working with low-income and/or ethnic minority families. Journal of Urban
Education, 47(4), 801-834.
Ansalone, G., & Biafora, F. (2004). Elementary school teachers’ perceptions and attitudes to the
educational structure of tracking. Education, 125(2), 249-258.
Bakari, R. (2003). Teacher education students’ attitudes toward teaching African American
students: Contemporary research. Urban Education, 38(6), 640-654.
Balfanz, R., byrnes, v., & Fox, J. (2014). Sent home and put off track: The antecedents,
disproportionalities, and consequences of being suspended in the ninth grade. Journal of
Applied Research on Children: Informing Policy for Children at Risk, 5(2), 1-19.
Bates, L. A., & Glick, J. E. (2013). Does it matter if teacher and schools match the student? Racial
and ethnic disparities in problem behaviors. Social Science Research, 42, 1180-1190.
Battey, D., & Leyva, L. A. (2016). A framework for understanding whiteness in mathematics
education. Journal of Urban Mathematics Education, 9(2), 49-80.
Bauml, M. Castro, A. J., Field, S. L., & Morowski, D. L. (2013). Learning from Teacher education
students’ thoughts about teaching in urban schools: Implications for teacher educators.
Education and Urban Society, 0013124513514603, 1-26.
Beckman, L. (1970). Effects of students' performance on teachers' and observers' attributions of
causality. Journal of Educational Psychology, 61(1), 76.
Blake, J. J., Keith, V. M., Luo, W., Le, H., & Salter, P. (2017). The role of colorism in explaining
African American females’ suspension risk. School Psychology Quarterly, 32(1), 118-130.

72

Bottiani, J. H., Bradshaw, C. P., & Mendelson, T. (2017). A multilevel examination of racial
disparities in high school discipline: Black and white adolescents’ perceived equity, school
belonging, and adjustment problems. Journal of Educational Psychology, 109(4), 532-545.
Castro, A. J. (2010). Themes in the research on teacher education students’ views of cultural
diversity: Implications for researching millennial teacher education students. Educational
Researcher, 39(3), 198-210.
Carter, R. T., & Goodwin, A. L. (1994). Racial identity and education. Review of Research in
Education, 20, 291-336.
Chang, D. F., & Demyan, A. (2007). Teachers’ stereotypes of Asian, Black, and White students.
School Psychology Quarterly, 22(2), 91-114.
Chang, D. F., & Sue, S. (2003). The effects of race and problem type on teachers’ assessments of
student behavior. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 71(2), 235-242.
Clark, P., & Zygmunt, E. (2014). Close encounters with personal bias: Pedagogical implications
for teacher education. The Journal of Negro Education, 83(2), 147-161.
Cooper, E., & Allen, M. (1998). A meta-analytic examination of the impact of student race on
classroom interaction. Communication Research Reports, 15(2), 151-161.
Dee, T. S. (2005). A teacher like me: Does race, ethnicity, or gender matter? The American
Economic Review, 95(2), 158-165.
Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich
College Publishers.
Edelman, M. W., Beck, R., & Smith, P. V. (1975). School suspensions: Are they helping
children. Cambridge, MA: Children’s Defense Fund Washington Research Project.

73

Egalite, A. J., & Kisida, B. (2017). The effects of teacher match on students’ academic perceptions
and attitudes. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 0162373717714056.
Feldman, R. S. (1985). Nonverbal behavior, race, and the classroom teacher. Theory into Practice,
24(1), 45-49.
Fishbein, M. (1966). The relationships between beliefs, attitudes and behavior. Cognitive
consistency, motivational antecedents and behavioral consequents, 199-223.
Frankenberg, E. (2012). Exploring teachers’ racial attitudes in a racially transitioning society.
Education and Urban Society, 44(4), 448-476.
Gay, G. & Kirkland, K. N. (2003). Developing cultural critical consciousness and self-reflection
in pre-service teacher education. Theory into Practice, 42(3), 181-187.
Gershenson, S., Holt, S. B., Papageorge, N. W. (2016). Who believes in me? The effect of studentteacher demographic match on teacher expectations. Economics of Education Review, 52,
209-224.
Gilliam, W. S. (2005). Prekindergarteners left behind: Expulsion rates in state prekindergarten
systems. New York, NY: Foundation for Child Development.
Glock, S., Kneer, J., & Kovacs, C. (2013). Teacher education students’ implicit attitudes toward
students with and without immigration background: A pilot study. Studies in Educational
Evaluation, 39, 204-210.
Glock, S. & Kovacs, C. (2013). Educational psychology: Using insights from implicit attitude
measures. Educational Psychology Review, 25, 503-522.
Glock, S., & Krolak-Schwerdt, S. (2014). Stereotype activation versus application: How teachers
process and judge information about students from ethnic minorities and with low
socioeconomic background. Social Psychology of Education, 17(4), 589-607.

74

Glock, S., Krolak-Schwerdt, S., Klapproth, F., & Bohmer, M. (2013). Beyond judgment bias: How
students’ ethnicity and academic profile consistency influence teachers’ tracking
judgments. Social Psychology of Education, 16, 555-573.
Graham, S. (1988). Can attribution theory tell us something about motivation in Blacks?
Educational Psychologist, 23(1), 3-21.
Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, J. L. K. (1998). Measuring individual differences
in implicit cognition: The Implicit Associations Test. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 74(6), 1464-1480.
Greenwald, A. G., Nosek, B. A., & Banaji, M. R. (2003). Understanding and using the implicit
association test: I. An improved scoring algorithm. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 85(2), 197.
Greenwald, A. G., Poehlman, T. A., Uhlmann, E. L., & Banaji, M. R. (2009). Understanding and
using the Implicit Association Test: III. Meta-analysis of predictive validity. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 97(1), 17-41.
Gregory, A., Hafen, C. A., Ruzek, E., Mikami, A. Y., Allen, J. P., & Pianta, R. C. (2016). Closing
the racial discipline gap in classrooms by changing teacher practice. School psychology
review, 45(2), 171-191.
Gregory, A., Skiba, R. J., & Noguera, P. A. (2010). The achievement gap and the discipline gap:
Two sides of the same coin? Educational Researcher, 39(1), 59-68.
Hachfeld, A., Hahn, A., Schroeder, S., Anders, Y., Stanat, P. & Kunter, M. (2011). Assessing
teachers' multicultural and egalitarian beliefs: The Teacher Cultural Beliefs Scale.
Teaching and Teacher Education, 27, 986-996.

75

Hunter, M., & Barker, G. (1987). “If at first…”: Attribution theory in the classroom. Educational
Leadership, 45(2), 50-53.
Irvine, J. (1990). Black students and school failure: Policies, practices, and prescriptions. New
York: Greenwood.
Kang, Y., Gray, J. R., & Dovidio, J. F. (2014). The nondiscriminating heart: Lovingkindness
meditation training decreases implicit intergroup bias. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: General, 143(3), 1306-1313.
Milner IV, H. R., & Tenore, F. B. (2010). Classroom management in diverse classrooms. Urban
Education, 45(5), 560-603.
Mississippi Data Project (2017). Education suspended: An overview of student suspensions in
Mississippi public schools. Retrieved from https://msdataproject.com/policy-briefs/.
National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) (2020). Characteristics of Public School
Teachers. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_clr.asp?fbclid=IwAR1OwDD4EgizejQns9Ih
Ctq9BzTEUumqwaAL5GlHoH8mE7haGgT7SrjIONs.
O’Conner, R., Porowski, A., & Passa, A. (2014). Disproportionality in school discipline: An
assessment of trends in Maryland, 2009–12.
Okonofua, J. A., & Eberhardt, J. L. (2015). Two strikes: Race and the disciplining of young
students. Psychological Science, 26(5), 617-624.
Simpson, A. W., & Erickson, M. T. (1983). Teachers' verbal and nonverbal communication
patterns as a function of teacher race, student gender, and student race. American
Educational Research Journal, 20(2), 183-198.

76

Skiba, R. J., Horner, R. H., Chung, C. G., Rausch, M. K., May, S. L., & Tobin, T. (2011). Race is
not neutral: A national investigation of African American and Latino disproportionality in
school discipline. School Psychology Review, 40(1), 85-107.
U.S. Department of Education (2016). The State of Racial Diversity in the Educator Workforce.
Retrieved from https://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/highered/racial-diversity/state-racialdiversity-workforce.pdf.
U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights (2016). 2013-2014 Civil Rights Data
Collection: A first look. Retrieved from http://www.crdc.ed.gov.
van den Bergh, L., Denessen, E., Hornstra, L., Voeten, M., & Holland, R. W. (2010). The implicit
prejudiced attitudes of teachers: Relations to teacher expectations and the ethnic
achievement gap. American Educational Research Journal, 47(2), 497-527.
Warikoo, N., Sinclair, S., Fei, J., & Jacoby-Senghor, D. (2016). Examining racial bias in education:
A new approach. Educational Researcher, 45(9), 508-514.
Weiner, B. (1979). A theory of motivation for some classroom experiences. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 71(1), 3-25.
Weiner, B. (1985). An attributional theory of achievement motivation and emotion. Psychological
Review, 92(4), 548-573.
Weiner, B. (2000). Intrapersonal and interpersonal theories of motivation from an attributional
perspective. Educational Psychology Review, 12(1), 17-30.
Weiner, B. (2007). Examining emotional diversity in the classroom: An attribution theorist
considers the moral emotions. In P. A. Schutz & R. Pekrun (Eds.), Emotion in Education,
Academic Press: Burlington, MA.

77

Weiner, B. (2012). An attribution theory of motivation. Handbook of Theories and Social
Psychology, 1, 135-155.
Yang, Y., & Montgomery, D. (2013). Gaps or bridges in multicultural teacher education: A Q
study of attitudes toward student diversity. Teaching and Teacher Education, 30, 27-37.

78

